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SUPPLIED UNDER TO HER MAJESTY 


ROYAL WARRANT Soh THE QUEEN. 


The finest tribute ever accorded to sterling merit is contained in Taz Lascet, of 
August 8, 1891, 307-8, which embodies the “ Report of Tus Lancer Special Commis- 
gion on Natural Mineral Waters,” “ Johannis”—the subject of the Report—being selected from 
amongst the Natural Mineral Waters of the world as worthy of this distinction, 


PROMOTES APPETITE. ASSISTS DIGESTION, PROLONGS LIFE 


“ JOHANNIS.” 


THE KING OF NATURAL TABLE WATERS. 
CHARGED ENTIRELY WITH ITS OWN NATURAL GAS. 
To be obtained from all Chemists, Wine Merchants, and Stores at the following 
prices per Dozen delivered :— 
Bottles. }-Bottles. }-Bottles. Bottles. 3-Bottles. 
6/- 4/6 3/6 |Country 6/6 5/- 
Anp or att W. & A. Gitpey’s AcenTs THroveHout THe Kinapom, 
Springs: London Offices: 
ZOLLHAODUS, GERMANY. 25, REGENT STREET, 8.W. 








}-Bottles. 
London 3/9 


nm : D L A N D | prong ne N.W.) 
RAILWAY | 


| Omnibuses to all parts every 
minute.) 
HOTELS. |LIVERPOOL- ADELPHI HOTEL. 
(The Hotel de Luxe of the North.) 
| BRADFORD - MIDLAND HOTEL. 
ComPorrt. | (Excellent Restaurant.) 
Cursing. LEEDS - - 


QUEEN'S HOTEL. 
Very Moperate Cuarazs. | DERBY - - MIDLAND HOTEL. 
W. TOWLE, Manager Midland Railway Hotels, 


3 IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS ISSUING EXECUTIONS 
‘ TO SHERIFF. 

Spada ed of LONDON.—Delay and Inconvenience are frequently 
occasioned by reason of the difficulty which is experienced by Solicitors in deter- 

mining whether particular Localities are within this . To obviate this difficulty 

Meesrs. Wright, Odell, & Co. have,had a Map of the County printed, showing a list of the 

Parishes and principal places therein, which will be found of great service to Solicitors, 

by whom copies can be had gratis on ——_ to Messrs. Wriaut, Oprett, & Co., 52, 


ncery-lane, W.C. (Copyright +) 
“Avery convenient map . . , the object of the map is mainly to shew apes y= 
‘or 


“for the purpose of executions, but now that the County of Iondon is generally 
descriptions in assurances of Froperty. the map will be found additionally useful, It 
ought to find a place on the walls of most solicitors’ offices.”’—Solicitors’ Journal. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL .LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


FREE, 
SIMPLE, 


MIDLAND GRAND HOTEL. 
(This Hotel is within Shilling cab fare 
of Gray’s-inn, Inns of Court, 
Temple Bar, and Law Courts, &c. 


Specialities : 





10, 





TOTAL ASSETS, £2,831,000. INCOME, £ 318,000. 
The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. 


TRUSTEES, 
The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY. 
The Right Hon. Lord COLERIDGE, The Lord Chief Justice. 
The Hon. Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. : 
The Right Hon. Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.C., D.OC.L. 
FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, Esq, 
WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Esq. 





38.) 573 


VOL. XXXVIII., No. 3s. 


The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 
LONDON, JUNE 30, 1894. 


Contents. 


Gonttawe DOPIs. ..iccsversecicvissscsecsenboons 573 | Tas Lasp Transrer Bit... ..... j 

Tae LExrexst or a _ Soricrror’s PenxoinG LeaiscaTIon...... ..:..c+.ceee 
AUTRORITE .00001.. secvesccvergqean quest: stgety SOU 

DirrERENCE BETWEEN GUARANTEE AND 
InDEMNITY 

LeaisLaTion 1x Prooress 

New Onrpens, &c.............- 

Law Societies .... 


Court Pargers 
Winxorno Ur Notices 
Creprrors’ Notices 
Banxavurtcy Novices 





Cases Reported this Week. 


. ’ Queensland Land and Coal 
In the Solicitors’ Journal. pn agg FS a 
Bolton v. Curre 


Christchurch Inclosure Act, Re; Mey- In the Weekly Reporter. 

rick v. Attorney-General ‘ Aldin v. Latimer, Clark, Muirhead, & 
Gordon and Others v. The Vestry of CER FRE 

St. Abbotts, Kensington ...... .. 580 Allen v. Allen and Bell ......... hooves ae 

. v. Conrad Budgett, In re. Cooper v. Adams...... 

Holland and Another v. Leslie ........... 569 
#.-& J; Colman’s Trade-Mark, In re ... 555 
Mellin v. White.........000.ccccsccccceeeeceeeee 549 
M . 


usurus Bey v. Gadban .. ........... 
Smith, Inre. Smith v. Lancaster 


Holland v. Lesl: 

J. F. Read (a 

Joliffe v. Woodh 578 
Nichols and Another v. The Regent’s 





CURRENT TOPICS. 


THERE WAS a meeting of the Rule Committee on Thursday 
last, at which, if rumour is correct, among other new rules, 
rules with reference to originating summonses were considered. 





Boru prvistons of the Court of Appeal will continue the hear- 
ing of Queen’s Bench final appoals during next week; but as 
regards Court of Appeal No. 2, chancery final appeals will bo 
resumed on the 9th of July. 





Ir 1s unpERstoop that the judicial statistics which aro 
annually issued do not give satisfaction to some of our legis- 
lators who have occasion from time to time to consult them, and 
that measures are on foot for making alterations and improve- 
ments in the contents of this blue-book so as to make it more 
useful and more thoroughly available for reference, 





THE wiryess actions in the Chancery Division should, during 
the present sittings, be considerably reduced in numbers. Mr. 
Justice Romer has disposed of all those in his list at the com- 
mencement of the sittings which were available, and has already 
taken in hand the seventy cases recently transferred to him. At 
the same time Mr. Justice Norra and Mr. Justice Srinine ate 
hearing witness actions, and Mr. Justice Kexewicn will com- 
mence on the 3rd of July, and Mr. Justice Ourrry on the 10th 
of July, to hear these actions. 





Or THE SEVERAL reforms required with reference to jurors, 
there are none which are incapable of being effected with little 
trouble. For instance, the names of those who are dead can, 
with very few exceptions, be ascertained. and omitted from the 
lists, and the same remark applies to those who are exempt 
from serving. It is notorious that, while some jurors are sum- 
moned two or three times in a year, others escape with one 
summons every three or four years. What could be easier than 
to put all the names in a jury list into a wheel and draw them 
one by one till the which ist is exhausted, and then begin 
again? If attention were paid to these suggestions, judges 
would not have such causes for dissatisfaction as Mr. Justice 
Wuts had this week. 





Ur to Taurspay afternoon the appointments consequent on 
the death of Lord Corgnincz hung fire; the reason alleged hy 
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current gossip being that Lord Rvusszii was not disposed to 
the comfortable ease of a Lord of Appeal for the 

of the Ohief Justiceship—more particularly 

if, as rumour also averred, there was an idea of cutting down 
the salary of the latter office. There was a suggestion on 
Wednesday—far too to be true—that Lord Herscuer. 
was to become Lord Chief Justice, and that Sir Joun Ricsy was 
to succeed him on the woolsack. That would be an ideally 
excellent arrangement : Lord Herscuett’s firm hand would soon 
bring the Queen’s Bench Division into good working order, 
and we should have a renewal of the admirable judgments he 
used to deliver when he sat with the Court of Appeal in 1892 ; 
while Sir Jouw Riasy, if he would not exactly grace the wool- 
sack, would bring an unrivalled knowledge of law to his 
functions’ as legislator and or of the yw Court - 
A . Alas, we fear it is hopeless to expect that two right 
este cneeted to two right pisces ; in our system of legal 
appointments it is only by accident that the fittest man ob- 
tains a position. All we can dare to hope for is that the 
principle, which appears to be becoming established, that the 
way to the Court of Appeal is by Foo service done by 
ju for the Government of the , may not be further 


developed on the present occasion. 





THE AMENDED cLavses of the Finance Bill, to the end of Part 
I., which relates to the new estate duty, are printed in another 
column. But the Bill must not be assumed to be as yet in 
its final shape: it is probable that several amendments and 
some new clauses will be introduced upon the report stage ; this 
will be reached early next month, as (with the ——— of the 
exemptions and relief in respect of income tax) little of a con- 
troversial nature remains for discussion in Committee. Amon 
the more important amendments which have been introdu 
may be mentioned the proviso to clause 10, which makes the 
commissioners’ certificate of discharge a protection to a bond 
fide purchaser for valuable consideration without notice, not- 
withstanding fraud or failure to disclose material facts affecting 
the amount of duty payable. Some alteration has been made as 
to the relief given in the case of small estates, as to the method 
and cost of obtaining representation, and three very important 
“savings” affecting existing dispositions of property have been 
introduced into clause 17. Purchasers and mortgagees of 
reversions and other interests in expectancy before the 
commencement of Part I. of the Act (ist of Angust, 1894) are 
not to be required to pay any other duty when the interest falls 
into possession than they would have been liable to pay under 
the existing law; the “further estate duty” (upon settled 

) is not to be payable in respect of property settled by 
dispontion taking effect before the ist of August; and where, 
er such a disposition, a husband or wife is entitled to the 
income of any property settled by the other, and on his or her 
death the survivor becomes entitled to the income of the pro- 
pert settled by such survivor, estate duty is not to be payable 
il the death of the survivor. In the definition clause (18) an 
exeeption to the definition of ‘“‘ general powers” has been 
inserted so as to exclude a power exercisable in a fiduciary 
capacity under a disposition not made by the donee of the 
er or exercisable as tenant for life under the Settled Land 
1882. The effect of the new clause dealing with rty 
in the colonies which it is proposed to add to the Bill is that a 
deduction from the estate duty is to be allowed to the extent of 
the duty payable in any British possession in respect of any 
property situate in such possession and passing on the death. 





In axoruzr column we print a notice with regard to stop 
orders, which has been issued by Srimiime, J., for use in his 
chambers. This notice is no doubt the result of the recent case 
of Mack v. Postle (W.N., 1894, p.90, 10 Times L. R. 475). The 
facts of that case were shortly as follows :—A fand in court 


stood to the credit of “‘ The account of the bequeathed to 
A. P. M. and his children, if any,” A. P. M. being entitled toa 
life interest in the fund. A. P. M. married, and assigned to 


in 
© trustees of the settlement his life interest. He subsequently, 


8& 





more than one occasion, mortgaged. his life interest to the! 


obtained no an | order. The stop orders obtained by the mort- 
gagees were to be on the share of A. P, M. 
generally, the income not being expressly mentioned. The 
trustees of the settlement applied by summons for payment of 
the income of the fund in court to themselves, and contended 
that the stop orders did not affect such income. In considering 
the question Srreuinc, J., held that he was entitled to 
behind the language of the order, and that the language of 

will of the testator and of the mortgagees clearly shewed that 
A. P. M.’s interest was one ree income only, and that the 
stop orders must be construed as ing that income; and he 
held that, inasmuch as the trustees of the settlement had ob- 
tained no stop order, the mortgagees, who had done so, were 
entitled to priority. His lordship, in the course of his observa- 
tions, appears to have animadverted on the practice in the Pay 
Office, under which stop orders are treated as not affecting in- 
come, except where income is expressly mentioned in them, and 
to have suggested that in future, where the operation of a stop 
order is not in terms limited to income, it ought to be 
treated as extending to both capital and income. The 
notice which has just been issued uires that upon the 
making of all stop orders, “it s be ascertained and 
shall be shewn or stated on the face of every such order 
whether the restraint should affect capital or income or both 
capital and income of the funds.” Inasmuch as a note to the 
official document which we are considering states that in the 
_— of the learned judge an assignee or ineumbrancer of a 
ife interest in a fund is entitled to notice of any dealing with the 
capital of the fund, whether for ch of investment or other- 
wise, it is somewhat difficult to see how, in future, any stop 
order can be treated as affecting only income. 





As a maTrer of fact we believe that stop orders expressly 
affecting income only are rare. It may be argued, indeed, that, 
a stop order being intended to amount only to notice, the incum- 
brancer on a fund in court ought to be in no better position 
than an incumbrancer on a trust fund in the hands or under the 
control of trustees, and that in the latter case a trustee could 
exercise his power of changing investments without reference to 
an incumbrancer of a beneficiary who has given notice of his 
charge. But it should not be forgotten that the incumbrancer 
in such case could secure notice of any dealing with the funds 
being given to himself by putting a distringas on the stock. On 
the whole, however, we should not see much to comment on if 
the notice issued by Srreutne, J., had stopped here. But it con- 
tains the following words of direction, which appear to us to 
require very serious consideration: ‘‘ And, further, that the 
limit of the share or interest of the m whose share or 
interest is the subject of the restraint also be shewn on the 
face of the order.” Now, we venture to say that this is a pro- 
vision fraught with danger. It seems to us that the more vague 
and general the words of a stop order are the better. The 
object ought to be merely to secure notice being given to the 
person obtaining the order before any dealing with the fund is 
sanctioned by the court. To attempt to define the limit or 
extent of the interest of the mortgagor or assignor is in the 
highest degree dangerous. Indeed, there must be many cases 
where it would be absolutely impossible to apply such a rule, 
as ¢ g., where the title of remaindermen d s upon the con- 
struction to be placed by the court on the words of the instru- 
ment creating the fund, and, there being a life interest in 
existence, there is no possibility of the question of construction 
being presently decided. It is of course undesirable that 
the practice in the chambers of the sovenal Salus on so import- 
ant a matter as that of stop orders should vary, but we sincerely 
trust that this matter will receive very full consideration before 
the notice issued by Srirtina, J., for use in his chambers is 
followed by his boston in the Chancery Division. 





Tuz Covnoit of the Incorporated Law Society do not very 
often receive the recognition which is due to them for their 
services to the profession ; and we are glad that Mr. H. Morrzn 
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trustees of a life assurance society, who obtained a stop order q 
on the occasion of each advance. The trustees of the settlement - 
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extent the owner’s rights had been cut”down by statute, there 
was no direct statutory prohibition of letting. Srreuine, J., 
held, accordingly, that the case was governed by Bowditch v. 
Wakefield Board of Health, and that the lord of the manor was 
liable. 


THE EXTENT OF A SOLICITOR’S AUTHORITY. 
In the case of Rhodes v. Moules Kexewicu, J., had to decide 
upon the liability of a firm of solicitors in respect of securities 
a peay to bearer which had been received and misappropriated 

y one of the partners. With regard to the law in such a case 
there is, as the learned judge remarked, no doubt. The diffi- 
culty is in applying it. The receipt and custody of such securi- 
ties is not within the scope of a solicitor’s ordinary business, and 
primd facie, therefore, the firm are not liable. And the same 
rule applies to the receipt of money for the general purpose of 
investment. But the partner’s authority may be extended, either 
expressly or by implication, and the question in each case is one 
of fact, whether such extension has taken place. 

That the receipt of money for the general purpose of invest- 
ment is not within the scope of the ordinary business of a solici- 
tor was decided in Harman v. Johnson (2 E. & B.61). There 
the defendant carried on business as a solicitor in partnership 
with Smita. Sw»irn, without his knowledge, received from the 
plaintiff, professedly on behalf of the firm, a sum of £1,670 for 
investment. The money was not invested, and Samira afterwards 
absconded. It was not clear on the evidence whether he re- 
ceived it for general investment or for investment on a particu- 
lar security, but Lord Campsett, C.J., at the trial, considered 
that this distinction was immaterial, and directed the jury that 
a receipt of money for general investment on mortgage was 
within the scope of Smirn’s authority as partner. He based 
his direction on the ground that solicitors now, as part of their 
business, act as scriveners—that is, they receive and lay out 
money on security, the separate profession of scrivener having 
fallen into disuse. But upon a motion for a new trial, on 
the ground of misdirection, he changed hisopinion. ‘‘I think,” 
he said, ‘‘that an attorney, gud attorney, is not a scrivener; 
that his business is to act in a court of law, to prepare convey- 
ances, to examine titles, and so on; but not to act as a scrivener. 
A scrivener has to hold the money put into his hands until he 
has an opportunity of laying it out; but this employment of 
scrivener js not a consequence of his character of attorney.” 
Inasmuch, then, as there was no evidence that Ssirn had any 
other authority than such as was confered upon him by the 
articles of partnership, which contemplated only the carrying on 
of the ordinary business of an attorney, the case was sent for a 
new trial, so that it might be ascertained whether the money 
was placed in Surrn’s hands for the purpose of being advanced 
on a particular mortgage, or whether it was deposited with him 
until he could find a proper mortgage. In the first case the 
plaintiff would succeed ; in the second the defendant. 

But where money is received by one member of a firm of 
solicitors in the course of the management and settlement of the 
affairs of a client of the firm, it is deemed to be paid to the firm 
in the course of their professional business; and, consequently, 
the members of the firm are liable to make good any loss 
occasioned by the negligence or dishonesty of the poctaee by 
whom the money was received. In Earl of Dundonald y. Master- 
man (17 W.R. 548, L. R. 7 Eq. 504), from the head-note to 
which the previous sentence is taken, a bill was filed for 
the purpose of rendering the defendants, Masrerman and 
Urritt, who were solicitors, liable for the moneys of the 
plaintiff received by their partner, the defendant Brutron, 
and misapplied by him to his own use. It appeared that 
the defendants’ firm had been employed by the plaintiff in 
realiz ing. his assets and settling the claims of his credi- 
tors. he business was managed throughout by Brurron. 
In 1866 the plaintiff proceeded to Brazil to prosecute certain 
claims which he had as his father’s executor against the 


Brazilian Government, and he succeeded in obtaining a sum of 
£5,695. This he transmitted to England bya bill payable to 
his wife and Brurron, and Lady Dunponatp, on the advice of 
Brutroy, indorsed it to him. Brvrrow got the bill discounted, 
employed part of the proceeds in making paymentson behalf of the 
plaintiff, and appropriated the rest. Subsequently he absconded. 





June 30, 1894. 


On behalf of his partners it was contended that the plaintiff 
had throughout dealt with Brurroy in a personal and confi- 
dential capacity ; but James, V.C., held that the plaintiff had 
regarded him solely as a member of the firm, and that the receipt 
of the money was within the ordinary scope of a solicitor’s 
business. ‘It is surely,” he said, “within the ordinary every- 
day practice of a firm of solicitors or attorneys to receive moneys 
from a client for the satisfying the demands of the creditors 
whom they are employed to arrange with. It is surely within 
the ordinary everyday practice of a firm of solicitors and 
attorneys to receive from a client, an executor, moneys—some- 
times to pay the demands of Government, sometimes to pay 
legatees, and sometimes to pay into court—in short, to receive 
money for any specific purpose connected with the professional 
business they have in hand ; just as in Harman v. Johnson (supra) 
the court held that it was within the ordinary business of such a 
firm to receive moneys for the purpose of making a specific in- 
vestment or mortgage.” And subsequently, in remarking that 
the result was unfortunate for the other members of the firm, 
the Vice-Chancellor observed that it was a misfortune which 
arose from their original confidence in Brurron. ‘‘ They held 
him out to the world as a person for whom they were respon- 
sible. All the profits arising from the transaction by him of the 
plaintiff’s business resulted to the firm ; and the firm must bear 
the expense of any miscarriage by him, whether by negligence 
or dishonesty, in the conduct of the business.” 


The case of bonds payable to bearer being deposited with one 
partner in a firm of solicitors arose in Cleather v. Twisden (33 W. R. 
435, 28 Ch. D. 340), which is now the leading decision on the 
whole subject of the scope of a solicitor’s authority as between 
himself and his partners. The plaintiffs were the executors and 
trustees under the will of Colonel Crearuer, who died in 
1875. The estate was left to his widow for life. The tes- 
tator had employed as his solicitors Messrs. Hayxs, Twis- 
pen, & Co., a firm of which C. L. Parker was a member, 
and the executors continued to employ them, Parker having 
the entire management of the business. Part of the estate 
consisted of bonds payable to bearer, and these were de- 
livered to Parker for custody in the strong room of the firm, 
though it did not appear whether they were ever in fact 
put there. Some of the bonds were paid off, and the proceeds 
duly accounted for. The dividends on the others were duly 
accounted for by Parker and paid to the tenant for life. She 
died in 1880, and the estate thereupon became distributable. In 
1881 Parker absconded, and it was found that he had misap- 
propriated the bonds. The action was brought to make Twis- 
DEN, the only remaining partner in the firm, liable. The Court 
of Appeal held, in reliance upon Harman v. Johnson (supra), 
that the receipt and custody of the bonds was not within the 
scope of Parker’s ordinary authority as a solicitor, and hence, 
as stated above, it was a question of fact whether any further 
authority had been conferred upon him by his partners. But 
“though,” said Baceatiay, L.J., after quoting from Harman v. 
Johnson, ‘‘the law may be so stated, no one will deny that a 
course of conduct may be pursued which may convert the act of 
a partner for which the a members of the firm would not be 
otherwise liable into one for which they will be responsible.” 
Bowen, L.J., stated the points for inquiry with more precise- 
ness. ‘‘ We must inquire,” he said, “first, whether they gave 
him express authority to take charge of the bonds; secondly, 
if not, whether they ratified what he did; and thirdly, if they 
neither expressly authorized nor ratified his acts, whether they 
consented that he should have general authority to act without 
their knowing what he did.” On the question of fact the 
Court of Appeal differed from Denman, J., by whom the case 
had been tried. The principal evidence against the defendant 
consisted of letters written by Parker and charged for in the 
bills of costs. Copies of the letters appeared in the letter-book 
of the firm. Parker had also paid some of the dividends on 
the bonds by cheques of the firm, repaying the firm by cheques 
on his own private account. Denman, J., held that there was 
sufficient to fix the firm with liability for what Parker had 
done. But the letters apparently did not shew clearly that the 
bonds were in Parker’s custody as a member of the firm, and 
the Court of A while considering that the case fell near the 
line, decided in favour of the defendant, 
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whether any authority had been given to a partner nd that 
conferred by the ordinary scope of a solicitor’s business. The 
Jaintiff had obtained an advance of £6,000 from the defendants, 
. Movutzs and her son, E. R. Mov tes, én the security of free- 
hold property. He employed as his solicitors the firm of Messrs. 
Hvocnes, Masterman, & Rew, who also acted for the mort- 
gagees, the matter being attended to by Rew. Upon Rew’s 
representation that Mrs. Movute and her son required addi- 
tional security, Ruopzs handed to Rew certain share warrants 
payable to bearer, and two years later, in 1893, Rew ab- 
sconded, having misappropriated the share warrants and 
applied the proceeds to his own use. The plaintiff under 
these circumstances claimed that the share warrants had 
been in fact included in the security, and that he was entitled in 
an action of redemption to make the mortgagees liable for Rzw’s 
dishonesty. But no requisition for such additional security 
had been, in fact, made by them, and Kexewicn, J., while 
allowing that a mortgagee’s solicitor may have autaority to 
arrange the details of the security without specific instructions 
from his client, held that in the present case the share warrants 
were not included in the mortgage security. There remained, 
however, the question of the liability of Rew’s partners. If the 
share warrants were not included in the security, they had at 
least been deposited with Rew for safe custody, and it appeared 
that there was an arrangement between him and the plaintiff that 
the dividends should be applied in paying the interest on the 
mortgage. Kxxewicn, J., held, however, that there was no 
evidence that the other partners were aware of this arrange- 
ment, and there was, therefore, no ground for holding that they 
had either authorized or subsequently assented to the deposit of 
the share warrants. Hence judgment was given in their 
favour. 





DIFFERENCE BETWEEN GUARANTEE AND 
INDEMNITY. 


Tuts very important distinction has now been carefully considered 
by the Court of Appeal in the recent case of Guild v. Conrad 
(reported elsewhere), where the earlier cases on the subject are 
passed in review. 

It may seem strange that at the present day a case involving 
some thousands of pounds should turn, as this case did, upon 
the proper construction of section 4 of the Statute of Frauds, 
and the only explanation which can be suggested is that the 
distinction between a contract of guarantee and a contract of 
indemnity is in many sets of circumstances 80 ver fine that 
the one may be honestly mistaken for the other by the best 
trained minds. That some such confusion of thought has 
existed in the minds of many eminent lawyers is apparent from 
a review of the decisions on the question. 

The point in Guild v. Conrad was, shortly, this—whether a 
verbal understanding by the defendant to provide funds to meet 
certain bills which had been accepted by the plaintiff at the 
defendant’s request was or was not an agreement which came 
within the Statute of Frauds, and ought to have been in 
writing. A great part of the controversy, at any rate in the 
court below, ternal, no doubt, upon what in fact the under- 
taking by the defendant really was, and the evidence was 
somewhat conflicting, but the Court of Appeal came to the 
— that the defendant’s promise was of the nature 
stated. 

Now it must be remembered that by section 4 of the Statute 
of Frauds “no action shall be brought whereby to charge . . . 
the defendant upon any special promise to answer for the debt, 
default, or miscarriage of another m” unless the agree- 
ment or some memorandum thereof is in writing, and the doubt 
which has been often raised is, whether by ‘‘a promise to 
answer for the debt, default, or miscarriage of another” the 
ayer intended to include the contract of indemnity as 
well as the contract of guarantee. 

An early leading case on the point was 7homas v. Cook (1828, 
8 B. & CO, 728), before the Court of King’s Bench. Here a 
continuing partner (the defendant) procured another person (the 
plaintiff) to join him in a bond to the retiring partner to 
indemnify him against the debts of the firm, and the plaintiff 








In the present case of Rhodes v. Moules, again, the question was | alleged that the defendant had verbally promised to gree! 


him for any loss he might incur by being party to the bon 
The court held that the defendant’s ouhe was not one within 
the statute. 

In Wildes v. Dudlow (1874, 23 W. R. 435, L. R. 19 Eq. 198) 
the principle of Thomas v. Cook was followed by Matins, V.C., 
who reviewed the authorities, and decided that where A. joined ~ 
in a promissory note with C., at the request and on the verbal 
promise of B. to indemnify him, the promise by B. need not be 
in writing. The learned Vice-Chancellor considered that the 
apparently conflicting decision of the Court of Queen’s Bench 
in Green v. Cresswell (1839, 10 A. & E. 453) had been over- 
ruled by the judgment in Reader v. Kingham (1862, 11 W. R. 
366, 13 O. B. N. 8. 344), but he suggested that a doubt had 
been thrown on the latter case by Mr. Justice Buacksurn in 
Mountstephen v. Lakeman (1870, L. R. 5 Q. B. 613). 

Perhaps the result of all the authorities is, that this part of 
the section of the Statute of Frauds refers only to the contract 
of guarantee, and does not include a mere contract of in- 
demnity, although some learned text-writers express a doubt, 
and prefer to say that a promise to indemnify may or may not 
be within the statute, according to circumstances (see De Colyar 
on Guarantees, 1885, p. 48). It may, however, be doubted 
whether the true view is not that a mere promise of indemnity 
is not within the statute, though a promise which is in substance 
a guarantee cannot be taken out of it by being put in the 
form of an indemnity (see Pollock on Contracts, 1889, p. 158). 

In whatever way the proposition is stated, the real difficulty 
undoubtedly lies in the iealeitien of the facts, and various tests 
have from time to time been applied. Thus, in Hargreaves v. 
Parsons (1844, 13 M. & W. 561) it was laid down that the 
statute applies only to promises made “ to the person to whom 
another is already, or is to become, answerable”’; and this, it is 
submitted, is the true test. In other words, a guarantee is a 
promise to another person in his capacity of creditor to secure 
the payment of a debt payable ¢o him, whereas an indemnity is 
a promise to another person in his capacity of debtor to secure 
the repayment of a debt payable dy him. 

If this is the true test, and we apply it to the case of Guild v. 
Conrad, it certainly seems to be outside the statute, for the 
Se msg by accepting the bills, became liable as debtor to the 

older, and had to meet them, whence his action against the 
defendant. 

Until the recent decision of the Court of Appeal, the state of 
the law may be said to have been somewhat unsettled, as, since 
the case of Wildes v. Dudlow, there appears to have been no 
decision precisely in point, if we except the case of Re Bolton's 
Estate, Morant v. Bolton (36 Soxicirors’ Journat, 608 ; affirmed 
W. N., 1892, p. 163); see also Re Hoyle (41 W. R. 81; 1893,1 
Ch. 84). The result of their judgment appears to affirm the law 
as laid down by Matus, V.C., in Wildes v. Dudlow, but the 
difficulty of applying the law to the particular circumstances will 
still remain. 


LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


PROTECTION OF CHILDREN.—Sir RichakD WEBSTER’s Prevention 
of Cruelty to Children Bill, which has passed the House of Commons, 
has now Bak read a second time and has through Committee 
in the House of Lords. The object of the Bill is to amend the Pre-. 
vention of Cruelty to and Protection of Children Act, 1889, which.is 
therein referred to as the principal Act. Section 1 of that Act pro- 
vides for the punishment of any who, having the custody, 
control, or charge of a child, being a boy under fourteen, or a girl 
under sixteen, wilfully illtreats, neglects, abandons, or exposes such 
child in a manner likely to cause it unnecessary suffering or injury to 
health, Clause 1 of the Bill raises the age in the case of boys to 
sixteen years. It appears that some magistrates have doubted 
whether an assault upon a child is covered by the word “‘illtreat.” 
Perhaps they have been doubtful as to the result upon conposel 
punishment if the word was so extended. The Bill expressly includes 
assaults (clause 2), and a parent must justify corporal punishment as 
he can. Clause 3 provides that the principal Act shal apply in = 


case of a parent who, being without means to maintain a 

to provide for its maintenance under the Poor Laws in like manner- 
as if he had otherwise neglected the child. Clause 5 extends front 
three to six months the term of im; 
be sentenced who are convicted 


ment to which persons can 
er section 1 of the principal Act. 
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by a court of summary jurisdiction. Clause 6 makes various changes 
in section 3 of the principal Act, relating to restrictions on the em- 


t of chi , and in particular a child is not be trained 
except by its psrent or guardian) as an acrobat, contortionist, or 
circus performer without a licence being first obtained. It only 
requires 8 glance at the principal Act and at the Bill to shew how 
extremely inconvenient it would be to have the two measures exist- 
ing side by side on the statute book; and it appears probable from 
what was said by the Lord Chancellor, when the: Bill was in Com- 
mittee, that it either be turned into a Consolidation Bill, or that, 
be ta a in its present state, a Consolidation Bill will be at once 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
STOP ORDERS. 


Mr. Justice Stirling’s Chambers. 

The judge directs that upon the making of all stop orders on funds 
in court, it shall be ascertained and shall be shewn or stated on the 
face of every such order whether the restraint should affect capital or 
income or both capital and income of the funds, and further that the 
limit or extent of the share or interest of the person whose share or 
interest is the subject of the restraint shall also be shewn on the face 
of the order. 

Norg.—The judge considers that an assignee or incumbrancer of a 
life interest in a fund (whether on the general credit of a matter or 
action, or carried to a separate account), is entitled to notice of any 
dealing with the capital of the fund, whether for change of invest- 
ment or otherwise. 





TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
ORDER OF COURT. 


Tuesday, the 19th day of June, 1894. 
I, the Right Honourable Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor 
of Great Britain, do hereby transfer the action of ‘‘ The National Insur- 
ance and Guarantee Corporation Limited (Plaintiffs) v. The Invicta Works 
Limited (Defendants) ’’—1894—N .— 850, from the Queen’s Bench Division 
to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. Herscuk11, C. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
HOLLAND vc. LESLIE—No. 1, 25th June. 
pitr—Axmunpuswr or IxnporsemENT—Werrr ror SgeRvick OUT OF THE 
Svnispicrion—R. 8. C., XI.,1; XXVIII., 1. 


seeeeenan epuesl tom an aoderet a Gixisteusl const giving lenve to the 
plaintiff to the indorsement on the writ of summons by substituting 
a claim in of a bill of exchange for £42 10s. instead of a claim in 

ofa of exchange of another date for £45 19s. 6d. (ante, p. 531). 


ae 


nt abroad, 
defendant entered an appearance to the action. After the 
defendant had delivered a defence; denying all liability, the plaintiff took 
out a eummons for leave to amend the indorsement on the writ as above. 
It that the plaintiff, in making the original indorsement, had by 

filled in the printed form with a claim ona bill of exc . 
which had been already met, instead of a claim on a bill of exchange which 





a writ issued under order 11 by cous © Gee © Sane & 6 ame 
—_ which was not within order 11, they would deal with that case wee 
it arose. 

Kay, L.J., said the objection amounted to this, that no writ which had 
been issued for service out of the jurisdiction could ever be amended. But 
none of the rules said that an amended writ must be served again. An 
amended writ had only to be filed and delivered, and that could be done 
in the case of a defendant resident abroad, if he had appeared, just as well 
as in the case of a defendant resident in this country. If a plaintiff, who 
had issued a writ under order 11, ht to amend tbe writ by introducin 
a cause of action which was not within order 11, that would bea good 
reason for refusing to allow the amendment. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., concurred.—Counszn, F. Watt; Ralph V. Bankes. 
Souicrrors, Webster ¢ Webster; W. H. Herbert. 


[Reported by F. G. Ruceen, Barrister-at-Law. | 


JOLIFFE v. WOODHOUSE—No. 2, 22nd June. 


Merrorotis—Buitpinc—Party Waiti—Bvuitpine Ownesr—Ricnut To ruts 
pown Party Wa.tit—Dvry To nesurtp with Reasonastz Desratcu— 
Conrracrorn—Neeiicencs or Oonrracrorn—Detay mw Reavitpixc— 
Burtp1nc OwNsER’s —Merroroiitan Buixpine Act, 1855 (18 & 
19 Vicr. c. 122), s. 85 (3). : 


Appeal by the defendant from the judgment of Grantham, J., at the 

t of the action, when the aay Sy mye a verdict for the plaintiff with 
£40 damages ; the appellant also, in the alternative, asked for a new trial, 
on the grounds of misdirection and that the judge had no power to allow 
the plaintiff to amend his statement of claim res of a 
cause of action that had arisen after the date of the issue of the writ. 
The plaintiff was the occu of No. 17, Coronet-street, Hoxton, as 
tenant from year to year. e defendant was the owner of the adjoining - 
house, No. 19. The defendant, having determined to rebuild his house, 
eerved a notice under the Metropolitan Buildings Act, 1855, upon the 
laintiff of bis intention to pull down the party wall, about 20 feet 
ong, between the two houses, and on the 16th of February, 1892, the 
defendant began to pull down the party wall. Thereupon the plaintff, 
on the 17th of Mie ery © issued the writ in this action for an injunction to 
restrain the defendant from interfering with the party wall, and obtained an 
interim injunction. ‘The action came on for trial before Bruce, J., on the 
24th of April, 1893, when it appeared tbat the real grievance of the 
plaintiff was the delay on the of the defendant in rebuilding the party 
wall, which was not finally rebuilt until August, 1892; Bruce, J., there- 
upon, by the consent of both parties, ordered the trial of the action to 
stand over, and directed the plaintiff to give particulars of the damage of 
i ined. 17th of April, 1894, the plaintiff delivered 
the particulars, from which it appeared that the chief of damages 
was the unreasonable delay on the part of the defendant in rebuilding the 
party wall. The action came on for trial before Grantham, J., and a 
common jury, on the 23rd of May, 1894, and at the trial Grantham, J., 
gpl ap ecg end gang tend garage ts and ger eng at age po as 

e o 


ise the opinion 
to raise oe 


as the injury to ing 
hazardous in the nature of the work itself, but merely by y on 
the of the contractor in rebuilding, it was the con’ , and not 
the nt, that was liable to the plaiatiff. 


Tus Covet (Luvpizy, Lorzs, and Davey, L.JJ.), without calling on the 
plaintiff, dismiseed the appeal. 
Laxviey, L.J., said that it had been 


on behalf of the appellant 
that when the action first came on for 


before Bruce, J., the cauee of 


remained due and unpaid. Lawrance, J., at chambers, gave the plaintiff | action relied on by the plaintiff was not sustainable, and that there was no 
leave, under ord. 28, r. 1, to make the amendment for. On appeal | power to amend so as to include in the cause of action relief claimed in 
to the Divisional Court (Cave and Collins, JJ.) his decision was affirmed. | respect of injury sustained after the iseue of the writ. It was not 
The defcndant a to the Court of A . It was argued on his | necessary decide that point, as it had been clearly waived by the 
behalf that the at chambers had no j to allow the amend- } defendant’s consent to the order made by Bruce, J., but in his lordship’s 
ment to be , and that the rules of order 28 did not apply to the case a pe from the consent order, it was lawful for the judge to 
of a writ which bad been issued by leave of the court under order1l. The ow an a so as to include demage occurring after the issue of 
se so algpeae effect an to substitute one cause of action | the writ. Then it was that the defendant (the appellant) was not 
another, or, in other words, to commence a fresh action; and this | liable for the injury by the plaintiff by reason of the delay in 
could only be done compl with the formalities required by | rebuilding, Seema bet copeweee © wipe: Sones Eee 
osder 11. If such an amendment be allowed, it would follow that builder, who were for , if any, amd 
under rule 2 of order 28 a plaintiff might in some cases, without ha rise to the delay in rebuilding. That was founded on a b 
Sbisined by leave whder order Il by adding or substituting + crase ot | Koocked. downs pasty wall?” Under the Metropalitan Bulldisg Act, 1856, 
ve or substituting a cause of a 
ee pt ae sume, 17)| SEs es OE oe eee ee on ae 
? ia Kay and A. L. Surru, L.JJ.) | re g his own t it wasa it cou! a aby 
diemisred the . ) | Sian 100 te copeanioranh ete sobelid the party wie all 
a w-, Oat Chis uae the case of © Mander malo by 8 semruee Sages, The Mee, Sons nates the aes te 
person a cause of action. 2%, r.1, lied in terms to t the person exercisi should orm it 
@ mistake made in an and allowed such’'s mistake to be laintiff bad a cause of action the defendant for breach of that 
amended. ee ee ae rule did not apply to a case where om pow dedene verte defendant to say that he had delegated 
@ writ had been fesued by leave for service out of jurisdiction. It | that duty to his architect and builder. The defendant was liable for the 
seemed to him that there was no reason why such a blunder should not be of the persons he employed. The class of cases where an 
amended in s case where the defendant was resident abroad just as it | employer who bad cngaged a competent contractor was held not liable for 
might be amended where the defendant was in this . As to the | the negligence of the contractor were not in point. Where a person had 
suggestion that s plaintiff might in some case, if this were ed,amend s duty imposed on him, he must perform it, and it was no answer to say 
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that he had delegated it to another. The defendant might employ a 

contractor, ,of course, but that did not enable him to get rid of the 
for the breach of the duty he 

rebuild the party wall within a reasonable time. That 

was clearly established by Bower v. Peate (1 Q. B. D. 5 

Percival (31 W. R. 725, 8 App. Cas. 443). The wall was not in a 

reasonable time, and that was the cause of action which was well founded. 

It was impossible for the court to say that the gi 

excessive. The appeal should, therefore, be dismissed. 

Lorzs, L.J., in concurring, said that the first 

covered by the consent order. On the second it the case of Cubitt v. 

Porter (8 B. & O. 257) decided that an action would not lie an 


adjoining owner for aa eae for the purpose of rebuild- 
ace but he was bound fo do co without causing an we incon- 
venience 4 his a Reeder ageiy unreasonable delay. in 
ry m section 85, sub- ion 3, o Building 
1855, which provided that no building ota eae dustin any right 
thereby given “in such manner or at such time as to cause unnecessary 
inconvenience to the adjoining owner.’’ An absolute duty was thrown 
upon the person knocking down the wall to do so within a reasonable time 
and in a reasonable manner, and he could not delegate that duty to a con- 
tractor. In his lordship’s opinion the cases of Bower v. Peate and Hughes 
v. Percival established an exception to the general rule of law that if a com- 
t contractor is employed the employer is not liable for the negligent 
acts of the contractor; and those cases laid down the principle which was 
Diver, LJ, oof thet Me. Le argument could 
avey, L.J., that Mr. Lawrance’s t only be - 
rted by confusing two classes of cases. =: 
is neighbour he could not free himself of that duty by delegating it to 
another person. Where, on the other hand, a man employed a contractor 
to do work which, if properly and skilfully done, not involve ed 
interference with his neighbour's rights, but the contractor went out of 
way to interfere with public or prve rights, then it might be that the 
employer would not be liable if he ‘5 a@ competent contractor, and 
the contractor alone would be liable. Here the defendant had a statutory 
and common law licence to take down this party wall, subject to the duty 
of rebuilding it with reasonable despatch, and when he employed a con- 
tractor to do the work he took upon himself the responsibility of — 
that that duty was adequately performed.—Covunszg., 4. 7. Lawrance 
J. W. St. L. Leslie; T. EB. Crispe and Swanton. Souscrrorns, Peake, Bird, 
Collins, § Peake; A Stancomb Dunn. 
(Reported by M. J. Buaxsz, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


GUILD & CO. v. CONRAD—No. 2, 21st June. 
VerzaL Promise—Inpemnrry on Guarantes—Sratuts or Faavps, s. 4. 


This was a motion by the defendant for judgment or a new trial 
appeal from the verdict and judgment at the trial of the action before 
Mathew, J., and a special jury on May 7. The defendant, a partner in 
the firm of Conrad, Wakefield, & Co., in June, 1888, gave the plaintiff a 
written guarantee for £5,000, in consideration of the —— allowing 
the firm to draw upon him. In December, 1891, the ”s overdraft ex- 
ceeded £4,000, and the plaintiff declined to continue to take up their bills, 
whereupon the defendant verbally undertook to provide funds to meet bills 
of the firm for £5,950 then g due, again in January, 1892 
undertook verbally to provide funds to meet other bills of the firm for 
£5,280 then falling due. The action was to recover (inter alia) 
the above sums of £5,000, £5,950, and £5,280. At the trial the defendant 
denied that he gave any promise of guarantee or indemnity in December, 
1891, or January, 1892. The jury found that the defendant verbally 
undertook to provide funds to meet the bills for £5,950 and £5,280, in 
December, 1891, and January, 1892. The learned judge thereupon held 
that the undertakings of December, 1891, and ~~ n 892, were not 
guarantees, and were not therefore required to be writing under 
section 4 of the Statute of Frauds, and that the plaintiff was entitled to 
recover upon them. The defendant appealed. 

Tux Court (Livviey, Lorrs, and Davsr, L.JJ.) dismissed the a: , 

Linoiey, L.J., in rp ——_ said : case is very near the 
line. The jury found that the defendant in December, 1891, and Janu- 
ary, 1892, undertook verbally to meet the bills of the firm. it 
was that all further questions should be left to pty 
judge then addressed his mind to the question whether the 

mises were in such shape that the Statute of Frauds rendered 

perative because ee ee oe , or whether they were 
shape tbat the statute did not apply. The eee 

mises were not promises to pay the a it did 

t were promises to find funds to ena! 

Tt was said that the contracts were conditional upon the failure of 
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ek 
tere g 


take care that they were met, and that plaintiff accepted the 
the faith of that promise ; if that were so the defendant was 
responsible, and the promises amounted to promises to 

were not merely guarantees, and therefore this case is 

from Thomas v. Cook (8 B. & C. 728), where it was held that a promise 
indemnify was not within the and policy of 
Wilds v. Dudlow (L. R. 19 Bq. 198). Thomas v. Cook 
Green v. Oresswell (10 A. & BE. 455), but it was considered to be right 
Hargreaves v. Parsons (13 M. & W. 570), and Reader v. Kingham (13 0. 
N. 8, 344). aw AS Cook Wildes 


45 
3 
Ppres 


law, and were R 
668) is ie Ido not know. I consider, ok 
promises were promises to indemnify, and that the statute not 


apply. 


Lo 
IJ. FP. P. 2 bs 
Reynolds ; Parker, Garrett, § Parker. 
(Reported by C. F, Duxcax, Barrister-at-Law. ) 


High Court—Chaucery Division. 
Re QUEENSLAND LAND AND COAL CO., DAVIS ». MARTEN— 
North, J., 21st June. 
Desentunr—Issvz tw Buanx —Equrraste Tir is. 


On the further consideration of this case the question (inter alia) of the 
validity of the issue of Saas Crt of Goleanaite co Se Qunaaas 
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has not. 
allowed on any terms ; if its 


it of what it contracted for.—Counsat, G@. F. 
Hart; Swinfen , @.C., and A. Young; Bee; Scrivener; Puattion. 
crrons, Biggs, ¢ G.; Stretton, Hilliard, ¢ Co.; Chappell ¢ 


[Reported by G. B. Haurrox, Barrister-et-Law.} 


BOLTON o. CURRE—Stirling, J., 22nd June. 


Pracrica—Recatver—Lanp 1x Inetanp—Drscarriox or Covat—Eacrrr 
acamst Bsnegrictany requmstmve Brracn or Taver—AssicNMent oP 
Bunerictary’s Inrennst. 


This was a motion for the 
The action 


the husband, and to have moneys in this 
with int recouped out of the of the at 

uest and for whose benefit the trust was By the 
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was conseyucnt)y a breach of trust. There were children of the marriage 
entitled in remainder under the settlement. By an indenture dated the 
12th of August, 1893, Blood assigned to the defendant Catherine J. 
Studdert his life interest under the settlement in the mortgage debt of 
£5,000 brought by him into settlement. The statement of claim alleged 
that at the date of this assignment Mrs. Studdert had notice that the 
advance made in 1885 to Blood was made out of funds subject to the 
settlement and upon a security not authorized by the settlement, but there 
was no evidence on this point. The action was brought by the legal per- 
eonal representative of a deceased trustee. The surviving trustees were 
defendants. The plaintiff was willing that Mr. Blood’s agent, Studdert, 
who was already in receipt of the rents as such agent, should be appointed 
receiver. Counsel for Mr. and Mrs. Blood referred to the Supreme Court 
of Judicature Act (Ireland), 1877 (40 & 41 Vict. c. 57), establishing land 
judges with jurisdiction, upon petition, to appoint receivers. They did 
not dispute the jurisdiction of the Chancery Division in England to 
appoint a receiver of this property, but contended that a receiver so 
appointed would, as a matter of fact, be unable to sell the property or to 
collect the rents, especially as no order of attorniment was asked for; that 
recourse to the Irish court would ultimately be necessary, and that the 
appointment of a receiver on the present application would merely have 
the effect of increasing the costs. Counsel for Mrs. Studdert contended 
that at the date of the assignment of Blood’s life interest to her no equity 
against the beneficiaries existed in favour of the trustees, such equity not 
arising until the trustees had paid the money into court, and that, there- 
fore, the appointment of a receiver should not extend to her life interest. 


StixiivG, J., referred to the Supreme Court of Judicature Act (Ireland), 
1877, and said that the existence of the special jurisdiction created by that 
Act was a consideration entitled to great weight in deciding whether he 
should appoint a receiver in Ireland. But the jurisdiction of the court 
was not ousted, and, as no difficulty in collecting the rents had been 
proved, and as the plaintiff was willing that Studdert, who was already 
receiving the rents as Blood’s agent, should be appointed receiver, the 
objections to appointing a receiver of Irish estates were largely modified. 
He saw no reason why, in the meantime, the present state of things should 
not continue, the surplus rents being paid into court, and he therefore 
appointed Studdert receiver. As to Mrs. Studdert’s life interest, his lord- 
ship held that at the date of the assignment the life interest was subject 
to an equity in favour of the remaindermen under the settlement, and 
that, upon payment into court, this equity became vested in the trustees. 
Mrz. Studdert had net asssisted the court by much information as to the 
circumstances attending the assignment, but the present application was 
interlocutory only, and his lordship thought the appointment of a receiver 
should extend to the life interest assigned to Mra. Studdert till the trial or 
farther order. — Counset, Graham Hastings, Q.C., and F. L. Wright; 
Carson, Q.C., and Butcher ; H. Fellows; J. R. Brooke. Soxrtcrrors, Pater- 
cons, Snow, Bloram, § Kinder; Booty §& Bayliffe; Lattey §& Hart ; Hugh 
Wharton. 

[Reported by Arnsoip Grover, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re CHRISTCHURCH INCLOSURE ACT; MEYRICK v. ATTORNEY- 
GENERAL Stirling, J., 23rd June. 
Pepirc Heatru Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 
—Trrr Common—Lorp or Manor 
Pavocn or Corracers. 


55), ss. 4, 150—‘‘ Owner”’ 
suBsECT TO CHARITABLE TRUSTS IN 


This wes a summons raising the question whether the lord of the 
manor of Christchurch, in Hampshire, was liable as ‘‘ owner,” within 
the meaning of section 150 of the Public Health Act, 1875, to contribute 
to the expenses of paving certain roads, in respect of such portion of the 
roids as adjoined a turf common formerly part of the waste of the manor. 
The Christchurch Inclosure Act, 1802 (42 Geo. 3, c. xliii.), empowered the 
Inclosure Commi:sioners to allot to the lord of the manor, in trust for the 
occupiers of certain cottages, in lieu of their rights or pretended rights of 
cutting turf, portions of the waste for a turf common, to be managed as 
the lord and the churchwardens and overseers should order, and not to be 
depastured. By an award made under the Act in 1806 the commissioners 
allotted to the lord of the manor certain lands as a turf common. It was 
established by decisions of the Court of Appeal and of the House of Lords 
(38 Ch. D. 520, 36 W. Rt. Dig. 30; 1893, A. C. 1) that the soil of the turf 
common, in respect of which the question now arose, was beneficially 
vested in the lord of the manor, subject to the trusts imposed by the Act 
in favour of the cottagers ; and the Court of Appeal decided that the trusts 
in favour of the cottagers were charitable trusts. The 
Improvement Commissioners, formerly the local authority under the 
Public Health Act, 1575, served notices upon owners of lands adjoining 
certain roads, calling upon them to sewer, level, pave, metal, flag and 
channel these roads. The roads adjoined the turf common above referred 
to, and Sir George Meyrick, the lord of the manor, was served with one of 
the notices. He did not do the work, and such work was done by the 
commissioners. The Bournemouth Corporation, who had become the 
local authority and succeeded to the rights of the Bournemouth Commis- 
sioners, were parties to the action, and claimed payment by the lord of 
the expenses incurred by them in paving the roads adjoining the turf 
common. It was agreed that the question between the parties should be 
decided on the present application. Sections 4, 150, 151, and 257 of the 
Pablic Health Act, 1375, were referred to. 

Sriniine, J., said it was contended on behalf of the lord of the manor 
that he was not “owner” of the common within the meaning of the 
Pablic Health Act, 1475, inasmuch as the provisions of the Inclosure Act 
prevented the common from being let at a rack-rent. Those provisions 


unqnestionably friterfered with the beneficial ire Og the lord toa 
t they entirely 


material extent, His lordship was not satisfied t 


sournemouth | 





prevented the common from being let, but for the purposes of his 
judgment assumed such to be the case. In Bowditch v. The Wake- 
field Local Board of Health (i.. R. 6 Q. B. 567) the person who was 
sought to be charged as owner held the property as one of three 
trustees to whom land had been conveyed under section 2 of 4 & 5 
Vict. c. 38 for the purposes of the Act, and to permit the premises, and 
all buildings erected thereon, to be for ever used as a school for the 
education of poor children, and for the residence of the master and 
mistress, and for no other purpose whatsoever. Moreover, the same 
section enabled owners of land to convey in fee simple any quantity not 
exceeding one acre of such land as a site for a school, with a proviso that 
upon the land so granted ceasing to be used for the purposes of the Act 
the same should revert to the estate. The Legislature, therefore, annexed 
a condition to the validity of such a conveyance which prevented the 
letting of such land; nevertheless, it was held that the appellant was 
‘‘owner,’”’ and, therefore, liable to a rate similar to that in question in 
the present case. That was a strong case, and it had been recognized by 
the Court of Appeal in Wright v. Ingle (34 W. R. 220, 16 Q. B. D. 379). 
Reliance had been placed by counsel for the lord of the manor on the 
remarks of Lord Bowen in the last-mentioned case, but his lordship was 
not persuaded that the learned Lord Justice meant his remarks to apply 
to a case such as the present. In his opinion, therefore, the claim of the 
Bournemouth Corporation ought to be allowed. — Counsen, Graham 
Hastings, Q.C., and Kenyon Parker ; Buckley, Q.O., and R-bton ; Ingle Joyce. 
Sorrcrtors, Lovell, Son, § Pitfield, for J. § W. H. Druitt, Bournemouth ; 
Crawley, Arnold, § Co ; Hare § Co. 


(Reported by Arno.p Grover, Barrister-at-Law.)} 





High Court—Quz2en’s Bench Division. 
GORDON AND OTHERS v. THE VESTRY OF 8ST. MARY ABBOTTS, 
KENSINGTON—25th June. 


Merropotis—Street Improvemenrs—Power or Vestry To TAKE Lann 
AND Houses coMPULSORILY—PoweR TO TAKE PART OF A Hovsg—In- 
JUNCTION—57 Geo. 3, c. xxtx., 8s. 80, 82, 

This was a motion in the above action for an interim injanction to 
restrain the defendant vestry from further proceeding under certain 
notices to take possession of a porch and steps forming part of the plain- 
tiffs’ public-house abutting on High-street, Kensington. The vestry 
desired to acquire the porch, &c., in order to widen the footway of the 
street, but did not desire to take the rest of the house of which they formed 
part. Their notices were given under section 82 of Michael Angelo 
Taylor’s Act (57 Geo. 3, c. xxix.) and related solely to the ‘‘stone porch 
steps and cellar-flap.’’ The plaintiffs contended that the vestry had no 
power to take those portions of the premises without taking the remainder 
of the house with them, and alleged that the porch, &c., could not be 
removed without altering the character and appearance of the whole house 
and necessitating certain structural alterations in the cellar and ground 
floor of the house. There was not sufficient evidence before the court to 
enable them to judge how far the character and use of the whole house 
would be affected by the taking of the required portions only, and this 
decision was chiefly confined to the question whether under any circum- 
stances it was competent for a public authority acting under the statute 
mentioned to take a portion only of a house. Section 80 of 57 Geo. 3, 
c. xxix. (Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act) empowers the commissioners, or 
trustees, or other persons having the control of the pavements of any 
parochial or other district to alter, widen, or extend any of the streets 
within their district, and enacts that ‘‘if any houses, walls, buildings, 
lands, tenements, and hereditaments, or any part thereof shall be 
adjudg2d by the said commissioners, &c., to project into, obstruct, or 
prevent them from so altering, &c , the said streets . . . and that the 

ssession, occupation, and purchase of such houses, walls, buildings, 

nds, tenements, or hereditaments will be necessary for that purpose’’ it 
shall be lawful for the said commissioners, &c., to treat, contract, and 
agree with the owners or occupiers ‘‘ of all such houses, walls, buildings, 
lands, and hereditaments,’’ for the purposes aforesaid, and to pull down 

** such houses, walls, and buildings,”’ ade f the sites thereof into the 

said streets. Section 82 provides for disputed compensation being deter- 

mined by a jury, the reference throughout being to ‘‘ houses, buildings, 
lands, tenements, or hereditaments,’ without any express reference to 
part of a property. On behalf of the plaintiffs it was argued that, although 
under these sections a part only of land belonging to one owner might be 
taken, a house could not be so divided. The vestry contended that the 
sections contemplated the compulsory taking of the part of a house which 
caused the obstruction. Thomas v. Daw (L. R. 2 Oh. 1), Teuliere v. Vestry 
of St. Mary Abbotts (30 Ch. D. 642), and Gard v. The Commissioners of Sewers 

(28 Ch. D. 486) were cited. 

Tux Court (Cave and Coins, JJ.) refused to grant the injunction. 

Cave, J.—In this case the plaintiffs move for an injunction to restrain 
the vestry from going on with their proceedings for taking a part of their 
tavern, and for having the compensation payable to the plaintiffs assessed. 
The plaintiffs allege that if the vestry takes a portion of the house that 
will osive an alteration in its appearance and will diminish its value, 
and that the vestry have no power to take the part only. In my judgment 
the facts which are established are not sufficient to warrant our granting 
an injunction. The question whether a part of a house can be taken 
under this Act has never been decided, but there are cases as to taking 
part of a ’s land, and in these cases dicta are to be found which, 
although not binding u us, deserve our respectful consideration. It is 
clear, upon these ons, that these authorities are entitled to take a 
part of a piece of land which belongs to one and the same owner. But 
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when a house is being dealt with somewhat different considerations spply : 
land admits a division without altering the character of the part which is 
left, but a house cannot be divided so as to make two houses: if you cut 
a house into two equal parts, and take one part, the part which is left is 
not a house at all, but something essentially different in character. I do 
not think that this Act contemplates that being done. If it were made 
out that that is what is proposed here, I should be clearly of opinion that 
the Act does not permit it, and that it would be the whole house which 
formed the obstruction. But if it were proposed to take a few feet of a 
rojection in front of a house existing for ornament, the effect being to 
bon the bouse substantially what it was before, I should be of opinion 
that that could be done under the Act. The present case seems to me to fall 
between these two cases. There is some evidence that if this porch were 
taken some alterations would be necessary in the front of the house and 
in the cellar. Is that a taking of a portion of the house such as is not 
warranted by the Act? Thatisa point I am unable to decide upon the 
evidence as it stands. If so much is taken as to make it necessary to adapt 
the house to a new use by structural alterations so that it would be very 
difficult to assess the compensation, I think that is not permitted: but if 
substantial alterations would not be required and the business could be 
carried on as before, I think the vestry would have power to take the part. 
This is a question which must be tried in the action, and we cannot decide 
it upon affidavits unless they are undisputed. I do not think that the 
ground has been laid for an interim injunction here : we cannot tell which 
way the balance of convenience lies. The vestry will, however, proceed at 
their peril, and if they are taking a substantial part of the house, and we 
are right in our view that they have not power to do that, their proceedings 
may be entirely wrong. But at present this motion must be discharged. 
Cottins, J.—I am of the same opinion. Looking at the language of 
section 80 of this Act and the cases which have been decided upon it, I 
think it is too late to argue that the vestry can only take the whole of a 
house. It is true that in section 82 there are no words pointing toa 
dealing with anything less than a whole, whether land or houses. But 
section 80 lies at the root of the whole matter. Under that section the 
adjudication of the public authority may be limited to a part of a house, 
and the construction has been adopted in several decisions that the 
subsequent words, ‘‘such houses, walls, and buildings,’’ must be taken to 
embrace a part of a house. . Then in section 82, which relates to com- 
pulsory taking, the same words, ‘‘ such houses, &c.,’’ are used. I think 
that the construction of these words which has been adopted upon section 
80 applies equally to section 82. It follows that the authority has power 
to resolve that a part of a house, not merely a part of a piece of land, 
obstructs and is necessary for the purposes of the improvement. Both in 
Thomas v. Daw and Gard vy. The Commissioners of Sewers the courts arrived 
at the conclusion that where something less than a whole has been 
adjudged necessary to be taken the authorities have power to put their 
<r powers into force. That is, I think, not merely a dictum, but 
a substantial decision in those cases. It is not enough, in my opinion, in 
order to oust this power of the authorities, to eay that the obstructive part 
cannot be removed without altering the appearance of the house and 
diminishing its value. No doubt there is a distinction between land and 
houses as to their capacity for being divided; but there are cases in 
which a part of a house can be cut off without altering the identity of the 
house, and I think that where the authority can point to a part of a house 
as obstructive, and that part is separable from the house itself, they can 
proceed ; but where the part is so indissolubly linked with the house that 
to take it would alter the whole character of the house, I think they 
cannot proceed to take it. In the present case the facts are not fully 
before us, and the plaintiffs have failed to establish a case for an injunction. 
Mo'ion refused.—Counset, W. Willis, Q.C., and Maurice Powell ; 
Channell, Q.C., and Freeman. Soxscrtors, Peacock § Goddard; Pontifex, 
Hewitt, § Pitt. 
[Reported by T. R. C. Dri, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re J, F. READ (a Solicitor, &c.)—Kekewich, J., 23rd June. 


Costs —Convryancinc—Svun-saLe—Soxicrrors’ Remuneration Act, 1881 
(44 & 45 Vicr. c., 44)—Gernerat Orper, Rr. 2 (a) (c), 4. 


This was an ae by a solicitor to review the taxation of his bills 
of costs. B. and ©. purchased property from a building society for 
£2,550, and before the completion of the purchase resold part for £1,800. 
The are who acted for B. and C., delivered two bills of costs under 
Schedule I. of the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, ch g them with scale 
fees respectively as purchasers on £2,550, and as vendors on £1,800. The 
Liverpool District Registrar in taxing the former bill allowed the solicitor 
the ecale fee on £750 only, on the ground that as to the balance he did 
not complete the purchase (General Order, r. 2 (a) ), and he also disallowed 
a charge made for the copy of the plan on the conveyance, for which the 
law stationer charged fifteen shillings. 

Kexewicn, J., said the property was eold by the original vendors for 
£2,550, and before completion of the purchase part was resold by the pur- 
chasers for £1,800. The whole transaction was completed by two deeds, 
practically contemporaneous, part of the property being conveyed by one 
to the sub-purchasers direct by the direction of the original purchasers, 
and the rest of the property to the original purchasers. as the con- 
veyance to the sub-purchasers a conveyance by the original vendors to the 
original purchasers? His lordship thought it was. The nal pur- 


imposed on the vendors: Such a conveyance was a conveyance to the 
original purchasers. The result was that the whole £2,550 was really found 
by the original purchasers. It was a sub-contract, and they were independent 
vendors. If carried out by two ey aay viz., a conveyance to 
the original purchasers and then by them to the sub-purchaser, no ques- 
tion would arise. a contract —— os 
necessary for the completion of the conveyance. p e 
did not require the preparation of the conveyance to sub-purchaser 
with his own hands, but in substance he did prepare it, and where work 
Reirae the dn pane an £2. 550, sod ler anton for them 
fee for acting for the original purc on £2,550, or ac’ or 
as vendors on £1,800. As regards the copy plan on the conveyance, his 
lordship held that as it did not require the and labour of a hewn 9 
to prepare, but was such as a law stationer would make, it was in to 
be, and was in fact, covered by the scale charge.—CounseL, Warmington, 
Q.U.. and P. 0. Lawrence ; O. I. Clare. Soxtcrrors, J. F. Read, Liverpool ; 
F. Venn § Co., for Thos. Etty, Liverpool. 

[Reported by F. T. Duxa, Barrister-at-Law.)} 


NICHOLS AND ANOTHER v. THE REGENT’S CANAL CO.—Q. B. Div., 
16th June. 


Sotrcrrorn—Costs—AGREEMENT—CosTs OF OBTAINING ACT INCORPORATING 
Comeany—Costs PAYABLE ovT oF CapiTaL ratsep—Sratvure or Lawrra- 
TIons—Lianitity oF ComPANyY. 

This was an action to recover a sum of £22,191 17s. 10d., the balance 
of money alleged to be due by the defendant company for costs to the 
firm of Higginson & Vigers, who carried on business in partnership as 
solicitors to the end of the year 1884. The plaintiff Nichols-was the 
trustee in bankruptcy of Mr. Higginson, who became bankrupt in 1885. 
The facts sufficiently appear from the judgment, the term ‘‘ plaintiffs *’ 
being used to denote the above firm. 

Cuanies, J., in the course of a considered j ent, said: The main 
question in the cause is whether the defendants are liable for costs incurred 
prior to the date of their pee ee and in particular for those 
incurred in obtaining the Act which they were incorporated, and 
which received the Royal assent on the 18th of August, 1882, under the 
title of ‘“‘ The Regent’s Canal City and Docks Railway Act, 1882." Two 
defences were chiefly relied upon up to the time of the trial. . First, it is 
alleged that the plaintiffs’ work was done upon the terms that they should 
only receive out of pocket expenditure—which has duly been paid them— 
unless the proposed application to Parliament should be successful and the 
capital raised, and it is said the capital was not raised. Secondly, the 
defendants plead the Statute of Limitations. A subsidiary defence 
pleaded that no signed bill of costs had been delivered, but it was not in- 
sisted upon at the hearing. The plaintiffs, in answer to the statute, con- 
tended—(1) that their claim was, by section 204 of the Act of 1882, a 
statutory debt, and the ee of limitation twenty years ; and (2) that if 
not there had been within the six years’ limit acknowledgments in writing 
sufficient to prevent the statute from running. The defendants farther 
contended that they were under no contract at all with the plaintiffs as to 
these costs, and that if there was any liability it rested on the promoters, 
and not upon the company. It is curious that in all the voluminous 
correspondence and numerous minutes relating to the matter there is no 
trace of any such contention. On the contrary, the defendants have 
never asserted, until now, that they were not bound to pay because the 
liability rested upon others. But the point is certainly o to them, 
and must, therefore, be considered along with the other defences raised. 
Before, however, discussing the legal considerations involved in the case, it 
will be convenient shortly to summarize the facts proved at the trial. In 
the autumn of 1880 a scheme was contemplated by Mr. J. S. Forbes and 
others for construc a railway from the Albert Docks to Paddington, 
and for the purchase, in connection with the undertaking, of the 
Canal. A meeting of those interested was held on the 16th of November, 
1880, when it was determined that the — should be the solicitors, 
and it was then resolved that it was “* y understood that the pro- 
fessional gentlemen concerned will unite with the promoters by giving 
their services gratis in the event of the a ation to Parliament 
failing, or the capital not being raised, only receive 
out of pocket expenditure incurred with the sanction of the committee.” 
On the 30th of December, 1880, the plaintiffs wrote a letter 
the terms of this resolution, upon the condition that in the event of 
Act being obtained and the capital raised they were to be paid 
customary professional charges for work done. The promoters 
requested the plaintiffs to proceed (subject to the above terms) 
work necessary to insure a Bill being brought before Parliament 
next session. P ts for disbursements were from time 
to the plaintiffs until August 18, 1882, when the Act was 
porating the defendant company. The tal was fixed 
and by section 67 the com was aw to resolve 
undertaking and necessary capital for it should be a 
and capital, and, in the event of their so resolving, J 
create » a called a — ; 
adopted by resolution on . 
cant capital was fixed at £1,275,000. ‘This capital was afterwards raised, 
and is a part of the capital authorized by the Act of 1882. The residue 
of the ca wy von railway an nen hg not yet been raised. Section 
204 provi ** all costa, or ee Be 
company.” In November, 1882, January, 1883, at meetings 
directors, the question of payment to the professional gentlemen with 
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chasers were entitled to have the Property conveyed as they and 
fo whom they pleased, provided that by so doing additional costs were not 


respect to expenses incurred during the Se Se 
Fecinnent wes ied hl SS ee tiffs were requested 
present their proposals, is they did in a letter of the Sth of February, in 
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which they wrote as follows: ‘‘ We beg to intimate that we shall only 
look to the promoters for payment of actual liabilities and moneys out of 
pocket, looking to the capital of the company for our professional 
remuneration.” That letter was read and approved at a board meeting on 
the 12th of February. The learned judge here observed that, with 
reference to the first defence, these minutes and letters, in his opinion, 
amounted to much more than a mere adoption or ratification by the 
company of the terms which had been agreed upon between the 
promoters and the plaintiffs. Ratification there could not be because the 
company was not in existence when the contract was made, and “‘ ratifica- 
tion must be by an existing person on whose behalf a contract might have 
been made at the time.”” See per Willes and Byles, JJ., in Kelner v. 
Barter (L. R. 2 C. P. 174). Inhis opinion, those letters and minutes 
really constituted a new contract made with the defendants upon 
the same terms as the former one. That that was the true position 
of the parties was, he said, beyond question, and the subsequent conduct 
of the company and the plaintiffs confirmed the view he had taken. It 
had been suggested that such a contract, being an improvident one as 
regarded the shareholders’ interest, was one which the company’s directors 
could not legally enter into, but he could see no force in that argument. 
To resume the narrative, he said he would assume that the promoters in 
the first instance were liable to pay the plaintiffs their charges in the 
events which happened, and that the company had made a new contract 
with the plaintiffs to the same effect. In the spring of 1883, the canal 
capital having been, to some extent, then raised, the plaintiffs, on the 10th 
of April, wrote to Mr. Forbes, the defendants’ chairman :—‘‘ We feel that 
as the work has now been going on for more than two years, and a portion 
of the capital has been raised, we are fairly entitled to a payment on 
account of our professional services.’’ On the 12th of April a reply was 
received from the finance committee declining to entertain any claims 
** until the capital for the railway shall have been raised.’”’ The plaintiffs 
did not acquiesce in this view, and on the 13th of April they wrote saying 
that they bad never agreed not to consider the canal capital as a portion 
of the undertaking. On the 2nd of August, 1883, the canal 
capital been wholly issued, and on that day an Act received the Royal 
assent constituting the canal undertaking and capital a separate under- 
taking and capital. [His lordship then etated the facts as to the delivery 
of various bills of costs by the plaintiffs and their efforts to obtain pay- 
ment of them, and continued :—] It is first contended that the raising of 
the railway capital was a condition precedent to paying the plaintiffs. 
Now, the terms of the contract, which, in my opinion, have. become bind- 
ing upon the defendants, are in the minute of the 16th of November, 1880, 
and the plaintiffs’ letter of the 30th of December, 1880. They were to 
receive the customary professional charges ‘“‘in the event of an Act of 
Parliament being obtained and the capital raised.’’ Apart from authority, 
I would have thought these words satisfied by the raising of the canal 
, which was undoubtedly a part of the capiial authorized by the 

Act of 1882. Ido not think the words can mean the whole capital. A 
substantial issue of the capital has taken place, and, in my opinion, that 
is sufficient. The learned judge then referred to two unreported cases 
ee ot pra the present defendants in the Court of Appeal. The first 
was don the 16th of November, 1885. The plaintiff (Allen) sued the 
defendant company and their solicitors to enforce an undertaking given 
by the colicitors to pay him the costs he had incurred in opposing the Bill 
of 1882 out of the “‘ first capital raised.’”” There the court decided that 
the canal capital was ‘‘ capital raised.”” In the second case, decided on 
the 22nd of February, 1886, the Vestry of St. Luke’s were the plaintiffs, 
and it was to the same effect. There the Master of the Rolls pointed 
out that neither the company nor the capital authorized to be issued was 
divided, both were part of the same total authorized capital of £8,100,000. 
The ——- in those two decisions were, in the opinion of the learned 
judge, entirely applicable to this case; and he held, therefore, that the 
event had which entitled the plaintiffs to be paid. His lordship 
the defence that the plaintiffs’ claim was barred by the 
Statute of Limitations, and upon the question of an acknowledgment of 
the debt referred to the case of Be Mitchell's Claim (L. R. 6 Ch. 822). It 
had been insisted for the plaintiffs that the letters of the 4th of January, 
1884, and on the 13th of June, 1885, from the secretary of the company 
to the plaintiffs were sufficient acknowledgment. In the former, when 
sending the plaintiffs a cheque on account ‘‘ without prejudice ’’ the secre- 
had written, “ My directors wish it to be y understood by 
that no applications for any further payment can be entertained until 
your g bills of coste have been delivered to the company for 
their examination end consideration.” This condition was afterwards 
and thus the case was brought within the third rule laid down 

Mellish, L.J.,in the case alluded to. Again, on the 13th of June, 

, in reply to another request for payment by the plaintiffs, the secre- 
tary wrote, “‘ I am instructed to eay that the board cannot entertain the 
application, &c., until the taxation of your several bills of costs.’ The 
learned judge said that he inferred from that, too, a poe by the de- 
fendant > pay the bills when taxed. plaintiffs again 
contended that debt they were suing for was due to them under section 
204 of the statute, which made the limit one of twenty years. If they were 
really entitled to sue by virtue of that section, they would, he thought, be 


clearly in their contention, and their claim then would be for “debt 
on ** But it had, he said, been held that such a section applies 
only to the promoters of the Act, and not to solicitors employed for 
reward by them: Wyatt ¥. Metropolitan Board of Works (11 C. B.N. 8. 


JAA). had been by the plaintiffs, but they said they had 
Pe et meee pane dow , and that for their profes- 
sional charges had no paymaster the company. If that was the 
teue view of their contract with the promoters could, he thought, 
an 


action on section 204: see Re Skegness Tramways Co. (41 Oh. 





D. 215), —— the observations of Bowen, L.J., at p. 241. In which- 
ever way, therefore, the matter was regarded, the defence of the Statute 
of Limitations had failed. If the promoters were responsible for these 
charges in case the Act passed, then the statute would apply, but it was 
met with the acknowledgments in writing to which he had referred. If, 
on the other hand, they were only responsible for costs out of pocket, then 
reliance could be placed on section 204, and the period of limitation had 
not yet run out. For the reasons given, he thought that all the defences 
raised had failed, and he on a therefore, for the plaintiffs with 
costs, the amount to be by taxation by the proper officer. A 
stay of execution was granted pending an appeal.—Counset, Finlay, Q.C., 
and G. Lyon; Sir Henry James, Q.C., Lawson Walton, QC., and Hel/ama, 
Sorrcrrors, ZF. R. Keele ; Hollams, Sons, Coward, § Hawskley. 
[Reported by T. B.C. Diu, Barrister-at-Law. } 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 
ANNIVERSARY FgstTrva. 


The thirty-fourth anniversary festival of the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association was held on Wednesday at the Albion Hotel, Aldersgate- 
street, Mr. W. D. Fresurrecp occupying the chair. Amongst those pre- 
sent were Messrs. B. Abrahams, C. T. Arnold, C. Mylne Barker, Hood 
Barrs, A. G. Beale, H. C. Beddoe, J.P. (Hereford), C. J. Blagg (Cheadle), 
Wm. Frank Blandy (Reading), E. T.H. Brandon, H. Brandon, W. B. Brook, 
G. Roddam Burn, R. W. Burn, H. Holland Burne (Bath), J. F. Burton, 
J. A. Collins, H. Morten Cotton, M. H. Cotton, Hy. Gaselee, Grantham 
R. Dodd, Archibald Hanbury, A. J. Harris, Samuel Harris (Leicester), 
Augustus Helder (Whitehaven), W. H. Herbert, W. de B. Herbert, J. E. 
Gray Hill (Liverpool), W. J. Humfrys (Hereford), John Hy. Kays, L. W. 
Lewis (Walsall), Thomas Llanwarne (Hereford), Hon. A. Lyttleton, T. 
Brian Mellersh (Godalming), H. T. Norton, Sir Thomas Paine, F. Rowley 
Parker, R. Pennington, J. C. Pinniger (Newbury), J. M. Prichard, Warren 
Pugh, Thos. Rawle, F. H. Rooke, Henry Roscoe, W. A. Sharpe, Wm. 
Smail (Harlesden), Sidney Smith, D. W. Stable, R. W. Tweedie, J. J. E. 


V (Devonport), Frederick Walker (Congleton), G. Brash Wheeler, 
Alfred 8. P. White-Cooper, E. H. Whitehead, Wm. Wills, J. T. Wood- 
house, J.P. (Hull), and Woodward. 


The association, which is composed of solicitors and proctors practising 
in England and Wales, was instituted in 1858 to relieve, by donations or 
annuities, members and their wives and families and the widows and 
families of deceased members, and, secondly, solicitors and proctors who 
are not members, their wives, widows, or families. The association has a 
membership of 3,331. 

The toasts of ‘‘The Queen’’ and ‘‘ The Prince and Princess of Wales, 
and other members of the Royal Family’’ having been given from the 
chair and honoured with the custo oyal enth » 

Mr. Hy. Morren Corron proposed the health of ‘‘ The Incorporated and 
other Law Societies in England and Wales.’’ He said he fancied that 
most of those present were members of the Incorporated Law Society, so 
that at the first blush it might be said that he was proposing ‘‘ Our Noble 
Selves,’’ but that was not so, because the toast was intended to represent 
the body, and more especially the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society, which was the heart and soul of the society. He was very glad 
to see there were several members of the council present, and he could 
scarcely do justice to what the council did for the profession. But he 
might say that they were a body of men who were taken from the ¢éiite of 
the profession, whose experience, whose udgment, and whose ability 
solicitors generally had the benefit of, and who did this work for them 
very possibly, and he believed very often, to the neglect of their own busi- 
ness, and without recompense or reward, and he thought they could not 
be sufficiently grateful to them. These gentlemen by their exertions had 
raised the position of the body of solicitors to the very high level at which 
it now stood. It was rather an invidious thing to make comparisons, but 
when he compared the doings of the Co of the Incorporated Law 
Society with the body ting what was called the igher branch 
of the profession, he did not think the former suffered. He did not very 
often see an account of the proceedi: of the other society, but he did 
see sometimes that there was a great of wrangling as to who should 
be ite tatives. They might do good work silently, but he did not 
think it was reported. At all events solicitors had to thank the Council of 
the I rated Law Society for raising the tone of the —— as 
they had } so for many years past. He was rather proud of “ss solic- 
tor, but he might not have been able to say so thirty years ago. licitors 
were ‘‘ gentlemen by Act of Parliament,’”’ though he had never been able 
to find the particular Act of Parliament. But, this being so, it behoved 
them to keep up the tone of the profession. From time to time they 
were told that the council were a lot of old fogies who wanted new blood 
introduced into their com . Well, sometimes new blood was very 
beneficial, but one ought to look at the ay big the new blood. It was 
found that young men—and it was a very fair ambition—sought to be 
elected members of the council, who really, by their tion, 
were not always “a for the office. The sound sense 
of the members of society was generally very prononnced 
on such occasions, and these gentlemen got a fall; they were not 


elected, but the men who had served the well were as a rule 
elected. There was one duty the council had to which was rather a 
painful one. had now the power to consider the cases of misconduct of 


cozettent, and. sagen Shem to Re Satan. This was a very delicate and 
difficult task for them to perform. It was very distressing to sce, as oye 
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sometimes did in Donen. that aman whose education had costa great 
deal of money, for some slight trip, invol but a small sum, was ruined 
in his prospecte and struck off the rolls. e€ was ture the council gave 
the greatest attention to the cases that came before them ; iy Bree mere 
— with —1. The toast went also to the other law in 
gland and Wales, and he was very glad to see around him many repre- 
sentatives of thore societies. Some thirty years ago, when the functions 
of the Incorporated Law Society were more limited, it did not represent 
the colicitors in the provinces. There was another society, the Metropolitan 
and Provincial Law Society which looked after the country solicitors, and 
he thought the best stroke of business the pm gg Law Society 
bad ever done was to amalgamate itself, with that ty. They bad seen 
the result in the annual provincial meetings of the society, which ht 
the town and country members together, and which been of the 
eatest benefit to the profession. It had enabled solicitors to present a 
bold front to their many enemies, and he hoped this would continue, as he 
had no doubt it would, because year by year they saw more and more the 
benefit which was derived from the meetings to which he had referred. 


Mr. Gray Hrit (Liverpool), in responding on behalf of the Incorporated 
Law Society, expreesed his regret that the president of the » who 
had been set down to reply, was absent from the illness of a relative. 
Seeing that he (Mr. Hill) was a provincial solicitor he could wish that his 

lace were taken by a London member of the profession. Every solicitor, 
his opinion, owed a debt to the profession, which was that he should 
belong to the central society, which should embrace them all. He had 
long felt strongly the conviction that it was the duty of every solicitor to 
belong to the Incorporated Law Society, ani he believed the profession 
would be doing wisely if they obtained an Act of Parliament to compel 
every new member to belong to the society sz oficio. Mr. Cotton had 
referred to the way in which the council did their bueineses. He (Mr. Hill) 
was comparatively a junior member of the council, and he could remember 
the time when, hearing it frequently said by the detractors who attended 
upon all excellence that the council did not perform their duties satis- 
factorily, but occupied themselves with the entertainment of distinguished 
persons and with the functions of eating and drinking, he himself was 
carried away with such ideas. But from the moment when he entered the 
council he had found that such ideas were completely erroneous. He 
belonged to several bodies, such as the directorates of companies and 
councils of societies of various descriptions, and he knew no body whatever 
to be compared to the Council of the Incorporated Law Society—especi- 
ally, he had the pleasure t6 say as a provincial man, to the London 
members of that council, or who performed their duty to the public more 
agg The amount of time, the attention, the devotion which men 
like Mr. Pennington and Mr. Munton and others whom he could name 
gave to the affairs of the society passed the wit of man to conceive. He 
could not have believed it ible, and therefore he thought that the 
members of the council who did all this work—he could not say he was 
one, because, residing at a distance, he did not attend s0 often 
as others—could afford to disregard these eneers and depreciative 
remarks, satisfied with the fact that they were doing their 
duty. Mr. Venning was going to reply for the country societies, 


out into towns and cities and districts where there were societies who 
governed themselves, the governing bodies béing well acquainted with the 
individual members composing the society and -an influence of 
very great value, disciplinary and otherwise, upon the conduct of the 
members. Unfortunately, that was not so much the case in London, 
owing to its huge size, and it was a fact that there were members of the 
profession in the metropolis who were not so thoroughly subordinated to 
the influence of the council or interested in the acts and doings of the 
council as they ought to be. There was a great unmapped, one might 
almost say, undiscovered country in London, and he wished it were 
possible teorganize that great city into districts for the of the 
association, and to get up something like—he did not like to use the 
expression county councile—but something like district councils or 
subordinate bodies, or some mode of bringing the vast area of London into 
proper relation with the —_ There was only one other word he wished 
to say, though perhaps he 

chair, and that was the duty of members of the prof 
and the country to belong to the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. It 
was strange, indeed, to find the difficulty one encountered in trying to get 
new members for the association. He tried on several occasions and 
had been trying recently in his own district and had met with but 
very moderate success. He had gone through the list of Li 
eolicitors and had selected only those men to whom the annual ea 
would not be a difficulty, but he had got a very poor response. © was 
sorry to say that a selfish feeling—happily an erroneous one— 

to a great extent, that those who were not members of the 
attended to and relieved as fully as those who were members. That was 


: 


and he would only, therefore, make one remark.. The country was mapped | 
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Mr. J. J. E. Vuwnro (President of the Plymouth Law y 
NS ee ee BaP yore hedge hate 
t privilege as a country mem a 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society, snk Steet cadens 
Hill bad said. He felt it a great honour, and could only regret 
living at a distance, he was unable to attend so often could 


The country solicitors owed a great deal to the I Law Society. 
fits cun eadlcay wed ntertee Guan to ft, and he believed 
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before them. He had been greatly 
funds were managed. 
any amount of money he 
Ne wk Sees Se 
ae Sas ts tal ot seat cf come. Oo 
mentioned they see to think ae money. 

not the case—there were hundred and thousands 

were living upon a very small income indeed, and who were 
like gentlemen and muintain their position, and a great number 
mete Oe Se Se Se ee ee ae 
them 


that the income was gradually increasing looking 
ea ought not to be such great difficulty in obtaining new 
subscribers. 

The Cuareman gave the toast of the evening, ‘‘ The Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association, and may continue to attend it.”” He asked, How 
did the association stand? and he flattered himself that it stood 
had spent over £3,700 this year. 
ay ene » he say 
b s 
was not responsible, but it was responsible for the 
relieved it. Few he knew or had come 

ndin verty 
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house ; or when an old who 
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not give its help lavishly until i 
The association subscriptions 





not the case. He hoped the association would always relieve those who 
required relief, be they members of the association or not, but he hoped the 
association would make a distinction between those who had the means 
and the opportunity of joining and had declined to do so and those wh 
had been members. He that the profession should be 

a yey in politics they knew must exist, but why should separa 
exist in the profession? They had but the common object to carry 
their profeesion fairly, justly, righteously and to benefit their clients, | 
following the course of courtesy pleasant behaviour one to another. 
Why should they fall into that besetting vice which affected nearly all 
them, a kind of repulsion and one another ? 
should they not all unite —— And unite together 
ie Dettes Sy Geseming saees of the great society whose health they 
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from ite members, and assisted the widows and childen of those who were 
not members. But he thought that if they looked into the matter they 
would find that but a very small percentage of the necessitous cases came 
from among the members of the association. It was right, he thought, 
that the charity should begin more or less at home, and that the associa- 
tion should give larger grants to their members, for of all insurance he 
knew of none like this. Let him take a case where a man was a life 
member. His relatives received £600 as a return for his £10. Another 
had subscribed £8 8s. and his relatives got £555, Someone else had 
subscribed £1 1s. and his relatives received £220, and it would be seen 
that the association was one of the finest assurance societies that could 
possibly be conceived for the men that needed it. If a member did not 
want help he was only glad that it should go elsewhere. The report stated 
that the satisfactory results of personally canvassing for new subscribers 
had been proved in many large centres, and expressed a hope that local 
committees would be formed, and that these would lead toa large increase 
of members in their particular districts. The key-note was pereonal can- 
vassing. He did not suppose that they could go round and canvass men to 
aubanate ; he did not think such efforts would be appreciated. He 
noticed that the main difficulty was in the country. He saw that ina 
place hke Dorking there was only one subscriber. Might he submit as a 
suggestion to the board that in the towns and districts where solicitors 
were likely to be found they should authorize some member to be their — 
sentative, and to submit the case personally when they met other members 
of the profession, as they must do every market day, to those solicitors 
who could possibly bear the expense of subscribing. In that way he 
thought they would get at a section of the profession whom it was 
difficult to reach, who were living almost a life by themselves, and who 
would never hear of the association otherwise; and who, if they received 
the circulars sent out by the association, only put them in the waste 
paper basket. These men thought the association a very good thing for 
the rich people in London, but if they were shewn that it was the best 
assurance they could have, and that if anything happened to them and 
they were members, and they or their wives and families needed help, 
they would get it as a matter of course, many would be induced to be- 
come members. ‘The interested point of view was always the most suc- 
cessful. Nothing short of personal interviews and personal pressure would 
induce a great many men to join the association. It was doing the beat 
that it could, and he was quite sure that all present would agree with him 
that their very best thanks were due to those who managed it, and that 
their especial thanks were due to their secretary, Mr. Scott. 


The toast was drunk upstanding, and with three times three. 


Mr. J. H. Kays (chairman of the board of directors) returned thanks. 
He said the association commended itself to the profession by the reason 
that it embraced within its operations members and their widows and 
families throughout the whole of England and Waies. There were many 
members of the profession who were very fortunately successful in their 
practice, and to them the board looked to support the associatiation. But 
there were other members less prosperous, who, when misfortune came— 
and none could tell when the time of calamity might come—who were 





glad to apply for aid to the association. He had been a member of the | has 
ime 


since 1860, and he could remember that in 1861 the association 
gave away £10, whilst last year it had distributed £3,750. This proved 
the progress it had made. There was no reason to complain of the pros- 
of the association, because he thought it had advanced far beyond 
what might have been expected in the short period of thirty-four years 
during which it bad been established. He was satisfied that no other 
society during that time had done such great things in the way of estab- 
lishing a considerable permanent fund for the relief of its members, the 
income of which, and the subscriptions of the members, enabled the board 
to distribute relief so largely. There were cases of membera who had 
subscribed £5 53., £6 6s., or £7 7s., whose widows and families had 
received from £500 to £800, and who were still in the receipt of annuities 
or grants from the association. 


The Secretary (Mr. J. T. Scott) here announced subscriptions and 
donations amounting to £828, amongst which were the chairman, £21 ; 
Mesers. Freshfields & Williams, £105; Mr. H. Elland Norton, £105; Mr. 
N. T. Lawrence, £25; Mr. John Hollams, £21; Mr. H. Holland Burne 
(Bath), £21. 


Mr. R. Pewstxcton proposed ‘‘The Health of the Chairman,’’ who, he 
eaid, was the successor of many members of the profession who had acted 
worthily towards this great association. The chairman had distinguished 
himself in a way not unworthy of those who had preceded him in the 
chair. He occupied a position not second to any member of the profession 
in the metropolis, and he trusted that his great influence would always be 
exerted on behalf of the association and in order to bring others to inter- 
est themselves in a work which those who were members of the board 
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knew was one from which many, it was difficult to say how many, derived 
a yearly benefit, 2 benefit of enormous advantage. If those who were | 
could hear some of the pitiful tales to which the board listened he 

was sure it would not be long before the income of the association would 
be equal in guineas to the number of members of the profession. 

The toast was honoured with loud cheering, the guests rising to their 
feet, and 

The Cuatzman briefly acknowledged the compliment. 

Mr. Hzxxy Roscoz gave ‘‘ The Health of the Visitors.’’ 

Mr. Hexny Gaseize responded. 

A selection of vocal music was ormed in excellent style by Master 
W. A. Gough, Mr. J. A. Brown, Mr. Albert James, Mr. Arthur Thomp- 





som, and Mr. Frederick Devan ; at the pianoforte, Mr. John Jefferys, 
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GLOUCESTERSHIRE AND WILTSHIRE INCORPORATED 
LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of this society was held at Stroud, Glouces- 
tershire, on Wednesday, the 20th inst. Present: Mr. William Warman 
(Stroud), president, in the chair; Messrs. James Wintle (Newnham), 
Henry Kinneir and A. E. Withy (Swindon, Wilts), J. Bryan, G. Whit- 
combe, and H. Allen Armitage (Gloucester), A. J. Morton Ball, R. H. 
Smith, E. P. Little, L. D. Winterbotham, and A. H. G. Heelas (Stroud), 
E. C. Sewell (Cirencester), H. Goldingham (Wotton-under-Edge), A. E, 
Smith (Nailsworth), and John W. Coren (Gloucester) (honorary secretary 
and treasurer). 

The minutes of the last annual general meeting were read and con- 
firmed. The report of the committee of management for the past year 
was adopted. Gratuities to the amount of £75 were voted to the widows 
and daughters of deceased solicitors. A donation of £10 10s. was voted to 
the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. Mr. Nigel Decimus Haines (Glou- 
cester), Mr. John Lapage Norris (Stroud and Stonehouse), and Mr. Edgar 
Robson Tanner, M.A. (Bristol and Wotton-under-Edge) were elected 
members of the society. It was resolved that the society continue in asso- 
ciation with the Associated Provincial Law Societies for the year ensuing. 
Mr. R. W. Merriman (Marlborough) was elected president and Mr. James 
B. Winterbotham (Cheltenham) vice-president for the year ensuing. The 
following gentlemen were elected as the committee :—Messra. R. Ellett 
and E. C. Sewell (Cirencester), M. F. Carter and Jas. Wintle (Newnham), 
W. S. Jones (Malmesbury), Henry Kinneir (Swindon), W. Warman 
(Stroud), and J. Bryan (Gloucester). It was also resolved that the next 
annual general meeting be held at Marlborough. A vote of thanks to the 
retiring president was unanimously passed. The members afterwards 
dined together at the Imperial Hotel, Stroud. 

[We ;™ to publish next week extracts from the report of the com- 
mittee 


THE LAND TRANSFER BILL. 


We continue from p. 551 the report of the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society on this Bill :— 

Next, how does the evidence stand at the present time with regard to cheapness ? 
It must, in the first place, be borne in mind that the office fees are not, and 
cannot be, the whole expense of transferring land. Stamps, auction fees, 
surveyor’s fees, and all expenses of that nature must remain as before. 
The office fees are intended to take the place only of that part of the 
expense of selling land which strictly relates to the proof of title, a part 
which, as a rule, is very far from amounting to the whole of the expense. 
This must always be borne in mind, because the comparison is perpetually 
made between the office fees, az fixed by the schedule at present in force, 
and the solicitor’s bills which persons find themselves in practice called upon 
to pay. Between these two no useful ee can possibly be drawn. 
The latter, as a rule, include everything, while the former, in most cases, 
is only a single item. But taking the office fees by themselves, experience 
already shown that ever under a voluntary system they have very 
considerable capacity for expansion, the original scale which in 1875 was 
thought sufficient, having been very largely increased in 1889. The fees of 
1889 would almost suggest that the idea of the registry is not to carry on the 
conveyancing business of the country so as to be just self-supporting, but 
rather to become a profit-earning Gevernment department. Under a volun- 
tary system a heavy increase in office fees would, of course, stay the flow of 
business, but under a compulsory system the business is assured, and owners 
of and dealers in land would be wholly powerless to control the fees charged 
in any way. On the other hand, under the present system of conveyancing, 
more especially in small’ transactions, it is certain that competition has 
the effect of reducing professional charges to an amount far below that 
which is authorised as reasonable by the scale of the Solicitors Remuner- 
ation Act. The degree to which this is the case can only be properly 
appreciated by examining an immenso quantity of cases which the 
Incorporated Law Society collected last year with a view to the Bill of 1893, 
and caused to be printed in a pamphlet entitled ‘Observations on Land 
Transfer Bill, 1893” (Spottiswoode & Co.). The general result of the figures 
of these cases seems to be that, by reason of the stress of competition, small 
sales in immense numbers are carried out daily in the country at a cost 
greatly below that which the Solicitors Remuneration Act has fixed as being 
a reasonable remuneration in such cases. These figures probably constitute 


| the most important, and, it may be added, the most unexpected contribution 


to the present controversy that has yet been obtained from any source, and 
it is certainly essential to study them with some care in the original 
pamphlet, where they are embodied, before it is possible to form a just 
estimate of the manner in which the present system is working every day in 
all parts of the country. ‘There is hardly a case in which, if the purchaser 

afterwards desired to register himself witn an absolute title under the 
Land Transfer Act, 1875, his expense of registration would not have far 
exceeded the whole of the cost which he in fact had to pay under the private 
system. These returns afford a very striking confirmation of Lord Cairns’s 
view in 1875, at the time of the original passing of the Act, when he arrived 
at the conclusion that a system of compulsory registration was undesirable, 
because of the great obstacles which it would throw in the way of these 
small transactions in land. re is necessarily but little evidence of the 
cost of actual transactions which have been carried through at the Land 
Seer, because so comparatively little land has been registered that the 
dealings in it are rare by contrast with dealings in unregistered land. 
Very remarkable experience, however, is detailed in a striking pamphlet 
by Mr. J. W. Howlett,* of Brighton. The circumstance that a 


* “Land Transfer, 1893,” J, W. Howlett. (Spottisworde & Co.) 
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large Brighton estate was registered under Lord Westbury’s Act of 
1862, and that a considerable quantity of such land was sutsequently 
transferred to the Registry under the Act of 1875, has given Mr. Howlett a 
probably unique experience of the working of the Registries under both 
Acts, Here, again, it is impossible to summarise usefully. Mr. Howlett’s 
pamphlet ‘requires to be carefully considered in the original. Tho short 
effoct of it is that in every transaction the expense of dealing with registered 
land, whether under the Act of 1862 or under the Act of 1875, was con- 
siderably greater than if the land had not been register-d; that many of the 
proprietors registered under the 1862 Act have gone to the not inconsiderable 
expense of removing their land from the registry altogether, while those 
registered under the Act of 1875 do not do go only because that Act does not 
permit a removal. On the whole it seems impossible, upon the evidence 
which has been adduced, not to arrive at the conclusion that it has hitherto 
teen, and is now, a considerably more expensive matter to deal with 
registered than with unregistered land. Indeed, the only hope that this 
experience may hereafter be reversed appears to rest upon the view that 
under the new system the office will be able to adopt a practice involving 
lass elaborate precaution against error, because the existence of compensation 
will make the consequences of error less disastrous. With regard to this 
hope it can only be said that if the practice is reully relaxed to any appreci- 
able extent the whole system will relapse into a state of insecurity beyond 
endurance, and the one object which the public seek for in a land transfer 
scheme—viz., a cheap and safe form of conveyance—will not be attained. 
Then will the new system be more expeditious? There may possibly be 
some doubt upon the evidence with regard to expense, but there can be 
none whatever with regard to expedition. The time occupied in carrying 
a transaction through the registry is out of all proportion to that 
occupied in every-day transactions under the private system. The most 
cursory glance at the dates contained in the cases collected as above described 
by the Incorporated Law Society, and at the dates contained in Mr. Howlett’s 
experiences, could hardly fail to satisfy even the officials of the Registry in 
this respect. And if this has hitherto been so when the Registry has but 
little to do and presumably plenty of time on hand, what must be expected 
when the compulsory system floods the office with work? The congestion 
will, of course, be to a great extent relieved by the establishment of District 
Registries; but even then it is safe to predict that these offices will not prove 
an exception to the rules which prevail in all other Government offices, 
namely, that they should be kept undermanned, rathir than the reverse, for 
the sake of economy. ‘There could scarcely be a mre serious warning of 
the block which is certain to occur when the whole business of a large 
district is brought by compulsion to a Government office than is furnished 
by the Times of May 9th, 1894. From an answer given by Mr. Morley in 
the House of Commons to a question of Mr. McCartan, it appears that there 
are at the present mom¢nt in the Dublin Registry no less than 8,200 applica- 
tions waiting to be disposed of, of which 7,622 were lodged more than a year 
ago; and in 4,780 cases the office is waiting for a response to requisitions 
sent to the applicants. It is a natural and prevalent idea that, under a 
system of registration of title, all you have to do is just to sendin your 
papcrs to the office, and that the office will on receipt make a note 
of them, and that you will, in the course of a post or two, get back 
your completed title. This idea is only possible because the real part 
which the Registrar perforn's in the transaction easily escapes notice. ‘The 
Registrar, under a system of registered title, is not a mere recorder of the 
acts of the parties done outside the office. On the contrary, it is he 
who does the act, and it is he alone who gives validity to the transaction, 
and consequently he must in all cases satisfy himself that the act which he 
dors is a proper act in all respects. To scrutinise and check every trans- 
action in this manner must always require considerable time and caution, 
especially when dealing with so intensely concrete a thing as land. If 
the subject matter were stocks or shares, the case might be different, for 
there never could be any question as to “ parcels’? or maps or plans, and 
subdivision would be immaterial. But the subject matter being land, the 
very nature of the case involves the consumpticn of considerable time in 
passing each transaction through the office with the degree of cerlainty which 
the system must necessarily require. It would seem therefore that, judging 
both from the evidence of the past and the probabilities of the future, the 
official system of conveyancing is practically certain to be a dilatory system. 
Moreover, although in practice there must b great differences between the 
urgency for completion ia different matters, yet when it comes to a question 
of passing them through the office, it is almost necessary that each case 
should be taken, in the ordinary course of official routine, in the order 
in which it is presented for registration. 

Next, will the new system be a simpler one? On this head the first 
point to remember is that titles will for the most part be registered as 
possessory only. <A pos-essory registration leaves everything connected 
with the title, down to the date of registration, exactly as it was before, 
From the date of registration subsequent transactions depend upon the 
Register, but down to the date of registration the title remains as it 
was before, and in all subsequent dealings the old title will still require 
to be investigated precisely as before until the registration becomes 
sufficiently old to itself form such a root of title as a purchaser will 
accept. Hence for many years, say twenty or thereabouts on an 
average, a person dealing with registered land would have a doub!e process 
to go through—first, with the old title down to registration, and, secondly, 
with the new title in the Registry. The joint expense of the two would bea 
serious consideration. This difficulty of double title may be perhaps re- 
garded as an evil to be temporarily endured in order that ultimate good may 
come ; but in the meantime it certainly does tend to make the system a more 
compkx one than that at present in force, Another immense source of 
complexity arises from the fact that there are, and must remain, among the 
manifold and complicated arrangements which are daily made in relation to 


simple official mould. ‘The office must work on simple and settled forms, or 
the delays would become unbearable. Where a transaction will not fit any 
form, one of the recognised forms must be in the first instance 
used for registration, and must be supplemented or often corrected 
unregistered documents drawn up between the parties, thé rights con 
by these unregistered documents being, if the jes think fit, protected by 
caveats entered up against the registered title. This has already, as Mr. 
Howlett very clearly shows, caused great difficulty with registered land, 
amounting to little less than a complete system of subsidiary conveyat 
outside the Register altogether. Here, again, is a very great obstacle in the 
way of simplicity. A registered title, with a number of 
documents protected by caveats, will probably be at least as difficult to deal 
with ‘as any ordinary title under the present private system of con- 
veyancing since the Conveyancing Act of 1881. So far as can be 
gathered from books dealing with the Australien systems—{and uotil 
those systems are fully investigated by some such Commission as ue. 
sted above, there is unfortunately no other way of getting at the 
acts except by reading text books and the like)}—the existence of un- 
registered interests protected by notes on the register tically involves 
complicated abstracts of title altogether collateral to the registered title. 
And it would seem to be from much the same causes that in purchases of 
land in America, even where registration of title exists, enormous abstracts 
have frequently to be prepared and investigated for the purpore of 
“removing clouds,” as it is called, from the registered title. Although, 
therefore, a conveyance by one fee simple owner entered upon the register 
as sole proprietor, with no caveats against him, to another person, 
also a purchaser in fee simple for his own benefit, might be, under the new 
system, a simpler matter t the same transaction under the old system, 
yet it will scarcely be so simple where the transaction is not of this elemen- 
tury kind--that is, in probably the majority of cases. Another cause of 
complication which must for many years exist will be the continuance of the 
old system as-regards all lands which, not having been sold, has not yet 
come under the Act, side by side by the new system as regards all land to 
which the Act applies. The former land, though gradually decreasing in 
amount will probably for very many years, and possibly for generations, 
remain the . For there is no reason why landowners, who are not 
bound to do so, should voluntarily place their lan by the register, seeing 
that hitherto they have, for the most part, abstained from so doing. It is, 
at least, probable that, sooner or later, if compulsion is once introduced 
even in the present we form, it must end in the adoption of universal 
compulsion, if only for the sake of uniformity. 

Mortgage by Deposit. Unlike the Bill of 1893, the present Bill, by 
Section it, provides for pow on yee of equitable mortgage by d 
Though this point is now conceded, it still remains a thing to be remem 
with regard to the policy which a Government office may be expected to 

ursue, that, until the tardy admission of this Clause 14 into the Bill, the 
Tana Registry had expressly and deliberately set itself to render this cheap 
and convenicnt mode of b-rrowing money impossible, for no reason, 80 
as appears, except that it was a mode of dealing with land which did not 
bring into the office so large fees as more formal transactions of mor 
The office has at length been defeated on this point, but the history o 
transaction still remains an instructive but ominous warning. Moreover, 
the concession is clumsily carried out. Instead of enacting that the land 
certificate should be the evidence of title, and its production be required on 
all dealings, the Bill proposes that any landowner desirous of borrowing for 
a temporary purpose should apply to the Registry for a qone, 
the production of which will be required befure any alteration of the 
Register is made. This can only be done in order to enable the Registry to 
charge a fee, and it is obvious that such an application would, in local 
districts, generally become common talk. 

Accessibility of the Register, There remains a matter constantly put 
forward by the opponents of the Bill, and as constantly treated as trivial by 
its supporters, namely, that the Register is practically certain to be accsssible 
to any person who really wishes to know its contents, In theory it will be 
a private Register. No person except yourself, and those whom you may 
choose to authorise to do so, can examine your title. This theoretical privacy 
of the Register has hitherto been liable to be defeated by a mere general rule. 
It appears that it is now propored to expressly provide in the Bill that the 
Register shall not be thrown open by a general rule, so that the theoretical 
privacy will remain until publicity is established by Act of Parliament. 
Having r gard to the tendency of the present day against privacy in all cases 
where a person may be apparent owner of property, though, in fact, he may 
be heavily encumbered, as evidenced, for instance, by the Bills of Sale Acts, 
it is a safe prophecy that the privacy of the register would not even in 
name long survive the introduction of compulsion, especially as an open 
register would immensely facilitate and simplify the dealings in the Registry, 
by obviating the necessity of verifying the identity of applicants, or the 
genuineness of the authority to search with which they may come furnished. 
Asa matter of fact, it appears that in all countries where tion of 
title exists the Register is open. But whatever might be the nal position 
of the Registry, it is impossible to doubt that pers ns, really dest to 
know what the Register contains, would be practically able to accom 
their desire without any serious difficulty, unless indeed the Registry were to 
adopt rules of procedure so strict that the proper business of the office would 
be seriously inconvenienced. Nevertheless, if there is one thing which the 
whole history of real property in this country has rendered certain, it is 
that the owners of land are, and have always been, excessi anxious to 
maintain privacy of title. A system which almost ine involves 
publicity of title, fails at all events in one importent particalar to conform 
to the wants and wishes of the landowners. 





land in an old country like England, many which cannot be cast in any 


Tt need scarcely be added that a which landowners have for many 
years refused to Adopt woueinliy, Gong it was always available to them; 
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which it requires compulsion to force upon them, can primé facie hardly 
be said to conform to ey eye a ” _ . 
Such, then, appears to be a fair résumé evidence as it at presen 
ends with ogee to this Bill. No one would be rash enough — 
the evidence may not be rebuttted, but in the meantime it is submitted that 
a case is at all events made out for a proper and authoritative oe 
of the whole subject before this leap is taken into the dark. ly, 
to those who have not yet iled themselves to the modern tendency 
nna te ce ey ny pe of Mr, Howlett men post 
interest, especially coming as o from one whose experience in 
Registry is probably wider than that of any other man: ‘‘ Those who are 
engaged in business know that there is no greater source of delay, 
uncertainty, and difficulty than in dealing with a public office. 
this is especially so, and from the old-fashioned Middlesex 
registeries down to the modern Irish Incumbered Estate 
Lincoln's Inn Land Registry, public offices have formed 
of delay, difficulty, and expense. The officialism, red- 
routine necessarily attendant upon a public office constantly 
delay and cost of a transaction. Moreover, a public officer 
free action of the parties, makes them dependent on those over 
have no control, and subjects them to rules and regulations 
they cannot understand and cannot see the benefit of. The moment a 
public officer, with his forms and ceremonies, his ignorance of the facts of the 
case, hia want of local knowledge, his n adherence to inflexible rules 
and forms, his office-like bearing and habits, his short hours and public 
holidays, his numerous cases all calling for attention at the same time, is 
between man ing with man, a sure and certain obstacle 
to ready and easy transaction of business is created.” 
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PENDING LEGISLATION, 


THE FINANCE BILL. 


in Committee. ts which have been introduced are printed 
in italics. Clause 20 ends Part I. of the Bill (Estate Duty) :— 

9. Charge of Estate duty on property, and facilities for raising it.] (1.) A 
rateable part of the Estate duty on an estate in proportion to the value of 
any property which does not pass to the executor as such, shall be a first 


on the in respect of which duty is leviable. 
(2.) On an app ion su ing in the prescribed form the description 
of the lands or other subjects of property (whether hereditaments, stocks, 
funds, shares, or securities), and of the debts and incumbrances allowed 


Commissioners in assessing the value of the property for the 
Sap pace ore, mae a nae ea eon 
on > y and incumbrances 

allowed, as well as the lands or other subjects of , 
(3.) a to any repayment of Estate duty arising from want of title 
or other subj SS ee aaa 
incumbrance thereon for which under this Act an allowance ought to 
been but has not been made, or from any other cause, the certificate of 
shall conclusive evidence that the amount of duty 
first c on the lands or other subjects of property 
incom ces allowed as aforesaid : Provided that any 
Commissioners shall be made to the person 


Hf 
ge 


: 
: 
: 
E 


Estate d rty is 
occasion requires be repaid to lim by to 
e 


perty, bu duty is on real property it 
eiiionais and with the ane tabioneb nes 


person authorized or required to pay the Estate duty on any property 
the purpose of paying the duty have power, whether the property is 
vested in him, to raise the amount of such duty and any interest and 
properly paid or incurred by him ~~" teeena thereof by the sale or mort- 


that property or any part . 
a Sel Gteetinw a terminable charge on any 


Estate duty on that property shall be entitled to 
eee Saiyan that property had been raised by 


ota ; 

(7.) Any money arising from the sale of property subject to a settlement, 
or held upon trust to lay out upon the trusts of a settlement, and capital 
pm, ern the Settled Land Act, 1882, may be expended in paying 

duty on property subject to the set and held upon the 
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trust 
Discharge from and Apportionment of Duty. 


10. Release of persons ing Estate duty.| (1.) The Commissioners on 
sidny cottafel Chak to tulh Retete deny basta econ he paid on an estate 


or any thereof shall if required by the accountable for the ve 
cortidete to that effec, ‘which. sball discharge from ay ae 


such dis- 


Fegts that propery sal 'be ‘changed from ny i. oo 


Guty, and the Comminsioners give a certificate 





June 30, 1894. 
no F person ane from Estate ye of fraud r fallues 
r) or case or failure 
to disclose material facts, shall not affect a Af ane sees oe 
any afterwards shewn to have passed on the death, and the duty 
thereon s 


Be 6b Saat SaNe ne SES PS Rem en Ot can Smee 
added to the value of the property on w! 

Provided, nevertheless, that a certificate purporting to be a discharge of the w: 
estate duty payable in respect of any property included in the certificate shall 
exonerate a bond fide purchaser for valuable consideration without notice from the 
duty notuithstanding any such fraud or failure. 


ll to accept composition for death duties.| Where, by reason of 
the number of deaths on which pro has or of the complicated 
nature of the interests of different in y which has 
on death, or from any other cause, it is to ascertain the 


amount of death du 
perty or any interest therein, or so to 

expense in proportion to the value of the property or interest, the Com- 
saleidoens on the —— of any person —. for any duty 


thereon, and upon ving to them al] the informa in his. power 
the amount of the property and the several interests therein 
other circumstances of the 


case, may by. of composition for all 
or any of the death duties payable in Tietts af the pam ore pesp se dae 
and the various interests , or any of them, assess such sum on the 
value of the property or interest as ha’ regard to the circumstances 
appears proper, and may t payment of the sum so assessed, in full 
Ghcherge of all claims for duties in respect of such property or 


In this section the ** death duties.’’ means the Estate d 
under this Act, the duties mentioned in the First Schedule to this 
and the legacy and succession duties, and the duty payable on any 
representation or pry A under any Act in force before the Customs 
and Inland Revenue Act, 1881. 

12. Apportionment of duty.] (1) In the case of property which does not 
pass to the executor as such an amount equal to ha ing rateable part of 
the Estate duty may be as follows, y:— 

By the person who being accountable for or authorized or required to pay the 
Estate duty on any property has paid such duty from the person entitled 
to any sum charged on such property, w as capital or as an 
annuity or otherwise under a Spoation not containing any express 

rovision to the contrary. 

(ah Any See oS oe en of ie to be borne 
by any property or person may be determined by the High Court upon 
ceutedien ty cay pus Montel in manner deo by Rules of 


Small Estates. 


13. Provision for estates under £1,000.] ay The provisions of sections 
-three, thirty-five, and thirty-siz of the ms and Inland Revenue 
Act, 1881 [44 & 45 Vict. c. 12], relating to the procedure for obtsining 
representation to the deceased where the gross value of his personal estate 
does not exceed three hundred pounds, shall apply with bergen | 
modifications to the case where the gross value of the property real 
personal on which estate duty is payable on the death of the deceased, 
exclusive of settled , does not exceed jive hundred pounds, and 
where the gross value does not exceed three hundred pounds the fized duty shall be 
thirty shillings, and where the gross value exceeds three hundred pounds the fixed 
duty shall be fifty shillings. 
(2.) All such property may be comprised in the notice under the said 


(3.) Where the net value of the property, real and personal, on which 
estate a heme on the death of deceaeed, exclusive of settled 
property, not exceed one thousand pounds, such pro for the 
a gt wy egpeper Aagmec Argel igs ay eg r property, 

shall form an estate by iteelf ; where the fixed duty or estate duty 
has been paid upon the principal value of that estate, the further estate 


Suey ane Se aney sat cumeaeen Gates Ae not be payable under the 
or intestacy of the deceased in respect of that estate. 


Rates of Estate Duty. 
14. Scale of rates of Estate duty.| The rates of Estate duty shall be 
according to the following scale :— 








Where the Principal Value of the Estate | Metete Duty shall be gay, 
F i £ ’ 
Exceeds 100 and does not exceed 500 | One pound, 
” 500 ” ” 1,000 Two pounds. 
” 1,000 ” ” 10,000 Three pounds. 
” 10,000 9 - 25,000 | Four pounds. 
” 25,000 9 ” 50,000 — pounds ten shil- 
ge. 
” 50,000 ” ” 75,000 Five pounds. 
” 75,000 ” ” 100,000 Five pounds ten shil- 
- 100,000 ° , 150,000 | Six pounds. 
9 150,000 pe - 250,000 Bix pounds ten sbil- 
- 250,000 _,, »» 600,000 susan pounds. 
” 500,000 ” »» 1,000,000 | Seven pounds ten shil- 
- 1,000,000... wai ont on “ae pounds. 
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The rate of the further Estate duty where the is settled shall 
be one per cent. Rtg robe Rg Ae Be meg hoy & by over ten 
or any multiple thereof, the Estate duty and the further Estate duty shali 

be payable at the rate per eent. for the full sum of ten pounds, 


Succession Duty. 
15. Value of real successions for Succession duty | (1.) The value for the 
urpose of Succession duty of a succession to real p arising on the 
Feath of a deceased person shall, where the successor is competent to dis- 
pose of the property, be the principal value of the p gn after deducting 
the Estate duty payable in respect thereof on the said ro | the expenses, if 
any, properly incurred of raising and ing the same, and the duty shall be a 
charge thereon, and shall be payable by the same instalments as are author- 
ised by this Act for Estate duty on real pro, with interest, at the rate of 
three per cent. per annum from the of twelve months after the 
date on which he became entijled in possession to his succession or to the receipt of 
the income and profit thereon and the provisions with respect to discount 

shall not apply. 

(2.) The principal value of real property for the purpose of Succession du'y 
shall be ascertained in the same manner as it would bs ascertained under the pro- 

visions of this Act for the purpose of Estate duty. 


Local Taxation Grant. 

16. Adaptation of law as to probate duty grant.| In substitution for the 
grant out of the probate duties under Government Act, 1888, 
the Probate Duty (Scotland and Ireland) Act, 1888 [51 & 52 Vict. cc. 41 
and 60], and the Local Government (Scotland) Act, 1889 [52 & 53 Vict. c. 
50], there shall be paid, out of the proceeds of the Estate duty, such sum 
as the Commissioners, in accordance with regulations made by the 
Treasury under those Acts, may determine to be an amount equal to one 
and a half per cent. on the net value of such of the ble 
with Estate duty as would, if this Act had not been , have been 
chargeable with the duty im by section twenty-seven of the Customs 
and Inland Revenue Act, 1881, on Inland Revenue affidavits, and the first- 
mentioned Acts shall apply as if the sum so determined were the probato 
duty grant or one half of the proceeds of the sums collected in respect of 
the probate duties (as the case requires), within the meaning of those Acts. 


Savings and Definitions. 

17. Savings.] (1.) Estate duty shall not be payable on the death of a 
deceased person in respect of personal settled by a will or dis- 
position made by a person dying before the commencement of thi part of 
this Act, in of which any duty mentioned in paragraphs one 
and two of the First Schedule to this Act has been paid, unless in either care 
the deceased was at the time of his death, or at any time since the will or dis- 
position took effect, had been com ¢ to dispose of the property. 

(2.) Where a person died before the commencement of this Part of this 
Act, the duties mentioned in the First Schedule to this Act sball continue 
to be payable in like manner in all respects as if this Act had not been 


(3.) Where an interest in expectancy in any property has, before the com- 
mencement of this part of this Act, been bond fide sold or mortgaged for full 
consideration in money or money's worth, then no other duty on such property 
shall be payable by the purchaser or agee when the interest fails into posses- 
sion than would have been payable if this Act had not passed ; and in the case of 
a mortgage, any higher duty payable by the mortgagor sha'l rank as @ charge 
subsequent to that of the mortgagee. 

(4.) The further Estate duty of one per centum shall not be payable on 
property settled by a disposition which has taken effect befare the commencement of 
this part of this Act. 

(5,) @ husband or wife is entitled, either solely or jointly with the other, 
to the income property settled by the other under a disposition which has 
taken effect e the commencement of this part of thie Act, and on his or her 
death the survivor becomes entitled to the income of the property settled by such 
survivor, Estate duty shall not be payable on that property until the death of the 


survivor. 
18. Definitions.) (1) In this Part of this Act, unless the context other- 
wise requires hy ” 


The expressions ‘‘ deceased person” and ‘‘ the deceased ” mean a per- 
son dying after the commencement of this Part of this Act. 
The expression ‘‘ will ” includes any testamentary instrument. 

oe eee” hale ES Se ee ee 


The expression ‘ executor” means the executor or administrator of a 
on “ Kstate duty" means Kastate duty under this Act. 
The expression “ property '’ includes real ey ree pro- 


a ae sale thereof 
vestment for the time being representing the proceeds of sale. 


F 


of a settlement. 

The expression “‘ | holy arormel instrument, whether relating 
to real cr poreonal property, which i  eidement within the 
meaning of section of ae OA, ee eee 
©. 38], or if it related to real would be a t within 
ook. utiecmeaammae ey a settlement effected by a 
The ¢ “interest in ” includes an estate in re- 

or reversion and every interest whether vested 


or contingent. 
The expression ‘‘incumbrances’’ includes mortgages and terminable 





charges. “i 
fe ey ee ed 


The expression ‘Inland Revenue affidavit’? means an affidavit made 
under tho cnastnents auemans Se Se Saatey Seasae te Gy Ae 
with the account and ule annexed thereto. 

Tbe expression “‘ ”? means prescribed by the Commissione?s. 

(2. Se Gogeen eee 

(a.) A person be deemed com 
Petpet S egdintantetnnas atteanim including 

were ’ 
a tenaut in tall whether in 


of any other was or was not required : 
() Meme with © & ao 8 aoneell to 
thall be deemed to be property of which he has power to dispose. 
(3.) This Part of this Act shall apply to property in which the wife or 
Ragsbans of tho Goseuset Gan S5 Sr On Sn vo Coen anew 
other like estate, in like manner as it applies to property settled by the 


will of the deceased. 
Application to Scotland. 
19. Application of Part of Act to Seotland.| In the application of this 
Part of this Act to Scotland unless the context otherwise requires : — 
(1.) The Court of Session shall be substituted for the High Court. 
(2 ) Confirmation sball be substituted for ‘‘ representation.’’ 
(3) The expression ‘‘ receiver of the property and of the rents and 
profits thereof "’ means a judicial factor upon the property. 
(4.) The expression ‘‘ Revenue affidavit ’’ means the inventory of 
the personal estate of a deceased now required by law, and inclades 


an additional inventory. 

(5 —- i by eh affidarit ” mane 
on ez recording a stam: inventory as provided by 
a it of the Act of the fort ——— Cm ee 


(14.) An institate or heir of entail in possession of an entailed estate 
or not be deemed for the purposes of thie Act 


F 
E 
: 
i 


to be a person competent to dispose of such estate. 
(15.) Where any person who pays Estate duty on any , and in 
the is uot vested, is a. to raise 
such duty by the sale or mortgage of a, 
of, it be competent for such person to to Court of 
(e.) for an order of sale of the part of it, and nd 


euch order as to the of the surplus, if any, of the price, 
by way of investment or otherwise, as to the court shall seem 
proper ; or 

(0.) for am order person in whom the property is 


tion in security, and and disposition in security so 
Precuted aball be as valid as if it had been executed by the person 
in whom the estate is vested. 
Te Pe at chee Se sacle oh taveo ox. courtery or tay 
other like estate in like manner as it applies to property rettled by 
the will of the deceased. 
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into operation on the expiration of the first day of August one thousand 
eight hundred and ninety-four, in this Part of this Act referred to as the 
commencement of this Part of this Act. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 

Mr. C. E. Brunsxiit Cooxe, barrister, who died by his own hand on 
Thursday in last week, was the son of Mr. Henry Cooke, of Richmond, 
Yorkshire. He was educated at Trinity College, Cambridge; was called 
to the bar in 1868; and practised for many years as an equity draftsman 
and conveyancer. He was at one time a candidate for the representation 
of Richmond in Parliament, but was defeated by Mr. Dundas. He had 
latterly been in ill-health, and retired from practice some few years ago. 
It is believed that the bodily suffering he underwent owing to an aggrava- 
tion of his malady led to the rash act by which he ended his life. 





APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. R. A. Krvotakg, barrister, has been appointed one of the Revising 
Barristers on the Western Circuit. Mr. Kinglake was called to the bar in 
1868, and is a member of the Western Circuit and Recorder of Penzance. 

Sir Howarp E.ruinstone, Bart., barrister, and Mr. W. Encutsx 
Hararieon, barrister, have becn appointed Members of the Council of Law 
Reporting. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvtions. 
ARTHUR Coteman, Jonn Tuomas Sprinetuorre, and Watter Hotcrort, 
solicitors (Coleman & Co.), Birmingham. April 30. So far only as Arthur 
Coleman is concerned. [ Gazette, June 22. 


Aurrep Eruram Rosentuar and Joun Hetuertncton Fsrnvey, solici- 
tors (Rosenthal & Fernley), 1, Furnival’s-inn, London. May 31. 
[ Gazette, June 26. 


GENERAL, 


It is stated that Dr. Vaughan will resign the Mastership of the Temple 
on the Ist of July. 


According to the London correspondent of the Scotsman the late Lord 
Coleridge accumulated a large fortune by his practice at the bar. He has 
not been extravagant since sitting on the bench, and it is probable that 
he has left £200,000. It is believed that the greater part of his large 
fortune will go to his widow, and that she will also become the possessor 
of his many valuable manuscripts. 


In one of the Queen’s Bench courts on Wednesday Mr. Justice Wills, 
at the conclusion of a case, said that he regretted he could not re- 
lease the jury, as, owing to the scandalous way in which the jury panel 
had been made up, out of sixty-three panelled twenty-seven had either 
left their residence or were dead, and of the remainder fifteen had legiti- 
— excuses, so that he was left with only twenty-one jurymen for the 
week. 

In the House of Commons on the 26th inst. Colonel Howard Vincent 
asked the Home Secretary whether he had decided to adopt in the Metro- 
politan and City Police districts and in the provinces the recommendations 
of the committee appointed to inquire into the system of identifying 
criminals by measurement, invented by M. Bertillon, of Paris, and the 

-print test of Mr. Francis Galton ; and, in such case, if, in order to 

itate research into the judicial antecedents of international criminals, 

the registers of measurements would be kept on the same plan as that 

adopted with such success in France, as also in other Continental 

countries. Mr. Asquith said the recommendations of the committee have 

been adopted, including the recommendations as to the mode of keeping 
the register. 


The London correspondent of the Scotsman says that the hard work of 
the Budget has been done at the Treasury during the day, and not at the 
House in the evening. An exceptionally strong committee of experts 
have had the Finance Bill in hand, and they have met every day to advise 
with the Chancellor of the Exchequer. On this committee the landed 
interest has been represented by Lord Spencer, and the Inland Revenue 
by Mr. Milner, ite very able chairman. Mr. H. Fowler bas given his 
assistance to the Treasury officials; Mr. Haldane and Mr. Fletcher 
Moulton have taken the place left vacant by Sir John Rigby; and Mr. 
R. T. Reid has, of course, been present to gather up the decisions of the 
committee, and to give effect to them in the House. The fact thata 

consultative body of this kind has had to sit every day on the Bill 
is important as testifying to the extreme complexity of its details, and as 
additional tion of the demand for careful and adequate discussion. 
The sittings of the committee have, however, till now been kept secret. 








The directors of the Law Guarantee and Trust Society (Limited) have 
determined to pay an intcrim dividend of £4 per cent. per annum (free of 
og tax) upon the psid-up capital to the 30th of June on the 14th of 

J- 

At meetings of the shareholders of the Law Life Assurance Society, 

held on the 23rd of May and the 13th of June, 1894, resolutions were 
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unanimously passed adopting new regulations for the conduct of the 
society’s business and cutherahig registration under the Companies Acts. 
Under the regulations and the Law Life Assuranze Society’s Act, 1893, 
power has been acquired to grant annuities, sinking fund assurances, and 
other special risks, and the dircctors have aleo obtained enlarged powers 
of investment. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 


Rota or Reoistrars 1n ATTENDANCE ON 





Date Avrgeat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
“ No. 2. Cutty. Norra. 
Monday, July ..........0.+++++- Mr. Carrington Mr. Pugh Mr. Ward 
Tuesday ......... om Lavie, Beal Pemberton 
Wednesday ..... Carrington Pugh Ward 
Thursday ......... Lavie Beal Pemberton 
| er “ed Carrington Pugh Ward 
DORMER 200000 cr cvcccesseseesee Lavie Beal Pemberten 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STIRuin3. Kekewicu. Romer. 
Monday, July ............:0066 2 Mr. Jackson Mr. Godfrey Mr. Rolt 
di lowes Leach Farmer 
Jackson Godfrey Rolt 
Clowes Leach Farmer 
Jackson Godfrey Rolt 
Clowes Leach Farmer 





WakninG TO tnTENDING House Purcnasers & Lessees.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the eagreg A arrang its th ghly examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st , 
Westminster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c. -[ Anvr.] 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, June 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep in CHAaNncery. 

D. W. Barpitt & Co, Linirep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug. 4, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Henry 
Harrison, Wardwick, Derby. Robotham & Co, Derby, solors for liquidators 

Hasnetr & Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 6, to send their names 
and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to James Rhodes Hirst, 22, 
Castlegate, Newark. Norledge, Newark, solor for liquidator 

Mapame Exise & Co, Lusrrzp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Lee Nichols, 
1, Queen Victoria st 

8. Dysox & Co, Limrren—Creditors are required, on or before July 25, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to William Robson Clarke, 
26, Brown st, Manchester. Turner, Manchester, solor for liquidator 

Sournwotp Sait Works, Liwirezp—Creditors are required, on or before July 27, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Percy Waterland 
Remnant, 11, Lincoln’s inn fields 

London Gazetie.—Turspay, June 26, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1n CHANCERY, 

Axperson, Lavenicx, & Co, Lintrrp—All poate having any claim against the company 
must send in particulars of same to Charles E. Brown, Mushroom, St. Lawrence, New- 
castle on Tyne, not later than July 27 

Bartos-Wricut, Limirep—Petn for windiog up. presented June 19, directed to be heard 
on July 5. Johnson & Co, 7, King’s Bench walk. Notice of appearing must reach the 
abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 4 

Bayuis, Gites, & Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented June 22, directed to be 
heard on Thursday, July 5. Trinder & Capron, 47, Cornhill, solors for petners. Notice 
oi appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
July 4 


Bays, Gittes, & Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented June 25, directed to be 
to be heard on July 5. Eyre & Co, 1, John st, Bedford row, solors for petners. Notice 


of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of~* 


July 4 

CommenciaL Stock axyp Suare Corporation, Linitrep—By an order made by Wright, J, 
dated June 7, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the corporation be con- 
tinued. Riddell & Co, 9, John st, Bedford row, agents for Cousins, Cardiff, solor for 
petner 

Cumpriaw Steamsnir Co, Limrrep—Creditors are mogul, on or before July 10, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Andrew Reed, 35, 
King st, Whitehaven i 

Dawe & Co, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented June 19, directed to be heard on 
July 5. Dixon & Co, 1, Lancaster pl, Strand, solors for petner. Notice of appearing 
must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 4 

Evoxomrc Fine Orrice, Lamitep—Creditors in the United Kingdom or on the Continent of 

Europe are.required, on or before Aug 10, and creditors residing elsewhere on or before 
Dec 31, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
John Edward Champney and William Armine Bevan, 39, Lombard st. Thursday, Oct 
25, at 12, and Monday, Jan 14, at 12, are appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon 
the debts or claims 

Ex.sones Farxcu Patent Correr Derositina Co, Limiten—Creditors are required, on or 
before July 24, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to John Henry Hill Duncan, 39, Coleman st. Thursday, Aug 2, at 12, is ap- 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the said debts and claims 

Giapstose Srixxina Co, Lintrep—Petn for winding up, presented June 23, directed 
to be heard on July 5. Philip H. Edwards, 26, Basinghall st, for Sixsmith, Oldham. 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than six in the afternoon of 
July 4 

weer Yaus, asp Conpace Co, Lusrrep—By an order made by Wright, J., dated June 14, 
it was ord the voluntary win 4 up of the company be continued. Busk & 
Mellor, Lincoln’« inn fields, for Sale & Co, Manchester, solors for the petnr 

Hupsos & Co, Lanrren—Creditors are required, on or before July 20, to send their names 
and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to W. Gay and C. A, Palmer, 
Westminster chmbrs, Corporation st, Birmingham Buller & Cross, Birmingham, svlrs 
for the liquidator 

Laxcasnine Hosiery Co, Linrren—Creditors are required, or or before Aug 11, to send 
their names and resses, and >. of their debts or claims, to William 
H Armitage, Tanfield chbrs, Bradford, Taylor & Co, Bradford, solors for the 
it 


are required, on or before Aug 12, to send the 


Ait 





iq 
Lawsp Secunitize Co, Lanrrep—C 
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pames and addresses, and go of their debts or claims, “ee Waterhouse, | Ciearuer, Eowarp Gorpox, Hove July 31 Morgan & Harrison, Old Jewry 


44, Gresham st. Ashurst & Co, 17 avenue, solors for 


Conurx, Mary, Manchester July 31 Diggles & Ogden, Manchester 


Ain M Warers Co, Linisep—Creditors are required, on or 
Prazven 8 uly 25, to end thule nenaen and addresses, er with full \partionlars of their | Cocks, Ex:zaneru, Reading July 16 H &C Collins, Reading 


debts or 
Preston, solor for liquida‘ 

Syria Orroman Raiutway Co, Lourep—Petn for winding u es 
directed to be heard on July 5. Taylor & Co, 15, Furnival’s solors 
ae of appearing must reach the abovenemed not later than 6 o'clock in the 
o y4 


Va.e or Evesuam Favit Preservine Co, Limrrep—Jcreditors are ie. pe Lange » 
or claims, 


Aug 7, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their 
Joseph Martin, Pershore 


YsTRADGYNLAIS Ixpustriat Co-orrrative Socrety cone are required, on 
F : addresses, and particulars of their debts or | Harris, Wittram, Brent Knoll, Farmer July 24 Poole & Son, Bridgwater 


or before July 19, to send their names and 
claims, to James White, 39, Kingsdown parade, Bristol 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Base Srrezt Permanent Money Society, King’s Arms, Bagot st, Birmingham 
June 23 


Purspown Unitep Brotners Fairnpiy Society, Puesdown Inn, Hazleton, Glos. June 23 


me, to William Sumner, Prince Albert Hotel, Fulwood, ur Preston. Clarke, Cove, Susax Exizaseru, Whitley July 24 Beale & Martin, Reading 

an og June 23, | Eomonps, A.exanper Hayyam, Chandos st, Esq July 27 Collyer Bristow & Co, Bedford 
or petner. 
afternoon 


Overs, Waseem; Rochdale, Watchmaker Augi Standring & Co, Rochdale 
Fiscpixe, Jouy, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler July 31 Rollason, Birmingham 
Ginps, Any, Bristol, Spinster July 20 Pillers & Pershouse, Bristol 

Gresaam, Josern, Washingborough, Farmer July 2 Ward, Lincoln 


Hepcer, Tuomas, Hessle, York, Gent July 15 T & A Priestman, Hull 
Hopaes, Joux Fowoex, Harpsden, Esq Augil Woodcock & Penny, Wigan 
Horsraty, Any, Morley, Yorks, Widow July 21 Jones & Co, Leeds 
Kewnepy, Exiza, Leeds, Widow July 20 Foster, Leeds 


Trrcumarsn InpusTRIAL AND Provipent Society, Limitep, Stores, Titchmarsh, nr Thrap- | Lez. Many, Mark, Somerset, Widow July 24 Poole & Son, Bridgwater 


stone, Northampton 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram, 

London Gazette.—Frivay, June 15. 


Supren, Tsomas Roruwe tt, Elton, nr Bury, Lancs, Gent July 14 Bradley v Sudren, 
Registrar, Manchester Watson, a, 
Suprex, Auice Rotruwett, Elton, nr Bury, nes July 14 Cornall v Sudren, Registrar, 
Manchester Watson, Bury 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, June 12. 
Arxrxsoy, Georce Curisti1an Wiison, Acton House, Captain July 23 W& WA Harle, 


Newcastle upon Tyne 
Biturncuurst, Tuomas, Southampton, Labourer July 31 Hallett, Southampton 


Borromiey, ALrrep, Sowerby Bridge, Butcher July 28 Bell, Sowerby Bridge 


a Joseru Hayvon Bourne, Vernon st, Professor of Music July 14 Clennell, Gt 
ames st. 
Davupyey, Amexia, Peckham, Spinster June 25 Miller & Co, Telegraph st 


Fitt, Mary, Canterbury, Widow July 20 Kingsford & Co, Canterbury 

Goucn, Any, Birmingham, Widow July12 Burman & Bigbey, Birmingham 

Gow .anp, James Datton, Widdington, Farmer Aug7 Crumbie, York 

Greaves, Witiam, Nottingham July 10 Freeth & Co, Nottingham 

Harnrisoy, Saran, Wakefield, Spinster Aug 1 Harrison & Co, Wakefield 

Hussuck, Carourne Louisa, Finchley July 20 Stones & Co, Finsbury circus 

Macriz, DuGa.p, Manchester, Merchant July 23 Macfie, Manchester 

Miner, Sanan, Sheffield July 31 Taylor & Co, Sheffield 

Mittwarp, Cuarves, Rowington July 10 Arnold & Son, Birmingham 

Mitcue tt, Harriet, Winchester July 21 Warner, Winchester 

Munro, Georcz, Heaton, Wine Merchant July30 Winder, Bolton 

Po.tock, Ropert, Woolston, Iron Merchant July 16 Hickman & Son, Southampton 
Reyyoips, WituiaM, Whitwell,I W, Yeoman Junei4 Bucknall, Newport 

Rosixs, Esenezer Wit.iam, Brighton, Brewer July 25 Stuckey & Co, Brighton 
Roorrr, Captain Jouy, Leamington July 10 Rooper & Whateley, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Scuo.es, James, Heywood, Engineer July9 Ripley, Rochdale 

Siupsoy, Josrru, Newcastle upon Tyne, Butcher SeptS Elsdon & Dransfield, Newcastle 
sence ee Henry, Birmingham, Surgeon July 19 Reece & Harris, Birmingham 
Srexxinc, Grorcr, Tonbridge July 12 Stenning & Co, Tonbridge 

Srewart, Leonanrp, Lincoln’s inv, Barrister July 12 Stewart, Old Jewry 

Surctirre, Witt1aM, Shipley, Beerhouse keeper July 9 Morgan & Morgan, Shipley 
Tuomas, Sauvet James, St Leonard’s on Sea July 10 Hertslet, Hornsey rise 
Waxker, Atyrep, Midland Hotel, Gent July 22 Bramley & Son, Sheffield 
Warerrat, Exvizasetn, Sheffield, Widow July 23 Webster & Strying, Sheffield 
Watson, Faances, Devonport, Widow Aug? Gill, Devonport 
WitiiaMs, James, Narberth, Wine Merchant July 1 Howell, Llanelly 
Woottey, Jonx Woop, Acock's Green, Wire Drawer July 16 Clarke & Co, Birmingham 


London Gazette.—Faipay, June 15. 
Abams, Wastes Ormonp, Calgary, Canada, Barber Aug 1 Clowes & Co, King’s Bench 


Axvensox, James, Reading, Chimney Sweep July 24 Beale & Martin, Reading 
AxtHoxy, Joun Bray, 8t Ives, Cornwall, Watchmaker July 9 Coode & Co, St Austell 
Anustrona, Jane, Sheffield Sept1 Broomhead & Co, Sheffield 

Austin, James, New Buckenham, Harness Maker July 20 Lyus & Sons, Diss 
Az.ewoop, Catnerixe, Banbury, Widow July 31 Kilby & Mace, Banbury 

Axon, Avy, Bradford, Widow July 24 Farrar & Co, Manchester 

Baremay, Epwiy, Hampstead, Gent July 31 Brown, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Bryson, Cuantes, Portmadoc July 36 Tinson, Outer Temple 

Bravisu, Fanny F 
Brown, Josern Surrn, Salford July 12 Griffiths & Bowden, Manchester 





Lez, Cuan.es, Mark, Somerset, Yeoman July 24 Poole & Son, Bridgwater 
——— ~ Jous Hexry Procror, Salford, Magistrate, Esq July 17 Payne & Co, Man- 
iter 


Macnenaen, Avexayper Georoe, Dawlish, Esq Aug4 Tozer & Co, Dawlish 
Mercatrs, Isaac, Padiham July 14 Steele, Padibam 

Morris, Apguiza, Bromsgrove, Widow June 30 Holt, Bromsgrove 

Mvpp, Haywau, Eye, Suffolk, Widow July 31 Lawton & Co, Eye, Suffolk 

Naytor, Wituram, Hale, Farmer July 16 Banks & Co, Liverpool 

Noraineroy, Danret, St John’s Wood, Dairyman July 13 Kite, Queen Victoria st 
Parker, Witt1am, Torquay, Esq, J P Sept 15 Broomhead & Co, Sheffield 

Pearse, Mary Any, Sulbamstead Bannister, Berks July 24 Beale & Martin, Reading 
Pickup, Joux, Huddersfield, Stonemason July 31 Bottomley, Huddersfield 

Pictox, Davin, Llanboidy,Gent July 14 Philipps, Cardiff 

Rosinsow, Evizanetu, Liverpool Aug13 Harrison, Liverpool 

Ro.uinas, Jouy, Kidderminster, Whitesmith July 20 Talbot, Kidderminster 
Saurson, Joux, West Ham, Gent July 9 Sedgwick & Sharman, West Ham 

Sear.e, James, Reigate, Stockbroker July 31 Drake & Co, Rood lane 

Sipesorrom, Jane, New Mills, Derby, Schoolmistress July 20 Walker, New Mills 
Simus, James, Wednesfield, Colliery Master Jnly 31 Rollason, Birmingham 

Surron, Grorce Frepericx, Birmingham, Iron Merchant Aug1 Garland, Birmingham 
Tittey, Witt1am, Hunspill, Gent July 24 Poole & Son, Bridgwater 

Towniey, Marcaret, Macclesfield Augi Hand, Macclesfield 

Wiixs, Mary Ayvye, Sheffield July 26 Vickers & Co, Sheffield 


London Gazette.—Tusspay, June 19. 

Arxixsoy, Joux Tuomas, Ecclesfield, Farmer July 30 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 

Birxet, Hiaars, Cartmel, Gent July 23 Bolton & Bolton, Kcndal 

Bowery, Tuomas, Lytham, Photographer July 21 W & J Cooper, Preston 

Bowen, Senses, Tee Riding, York, Woollen Manufacturer July 31 Booth & Sykes, 


Becseane, May Saddleworth, Widow Augi Rylance & Son, Manchester 

Buowy, Tuomas, Caterham, Builder July 31 Aird & Co, Brabant ct 

Cuamr, Amerose, Pantasaph, Gent July 14 Teebay & Lynch, Liverpool 

Corxatt, Tomas, Preston, Nail Manufacturer July 31 W & J Cuoper, Preston 
Croxrorp, Cuartes Hows, Brentford July 16 Corsellis & Co, Quality court 

Dov, Cuarces, Berners st, Solicitor July 28 Dod & Co, Berners st 

Esrcey, Wit.iam Jouy, Wellington, Confectioner July 30 Carrane, Wellington, Salop 
Evans, Henny, Brecon July30 Thomas, Brecon 

Gitpert, Any, Tenterden July 12 Mace & Sons, Tenterden 

Girarpot, Catuertne Anyg, Folkestone Aug 4 Wightwick & Gardnor, Folkestone 
Guiepai., Susannan, Halifax July 27 Godfrey & Co, Halifax 

Guirrsoy, Tuomas, Grossingham, Yeoman July28 Richardson, Penrith 

Greexwoop, Joux, Duck Hill, York,Geat July 19 Suteliffes, Hebden Bridge 

Hawnxs, Marx, Malmesbury, Yeoman July 20 Clark & Smith, Malmesbury 

Harpy, Grores, Timperley, Gent Augi Rylance & Son, Manchester 

Hits, James Curesewriont, Ely, Basket Maker July 12 Rogers, Ely 

Jerragy, Evizanetn, Devonport, Widow July 31 Gard, Devonport 

Liyyett, Lewis, Leathwaite rd Augi Armitage, Finsbury pavement 

Mann, Wittiam Hewry, Kingskerswell, Butcher June 30 T & J Hutchings, Teignmouth 
Mower, Groner, Sheffield, Gent July 31 Gould & Coombe, Sheffield 

Porrer, Appisox, Newcastle upon Tyne, Maltster July 20 Dees & Thompson, Newcastle 


upon Tyne 
Raw tives, Mary Ans Burners, Landport, Widow July 14 Glanville, Portsea 


Been, Aust, Richmond, York, Widow July 20 Dees & Thompson, Newcastle upon 

Rosxntoox, Avovsra, Bognor, Widow July 19 Rooper & Whately, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Suvurr, James, Walworth, Machine Kuler July 2 Wilkins & Co, Gresham House 

Siupsox, Ronert, Ryton Moor, Mining Engineer July 2) Dees & Thompson, Neweastl> 
u 

Suirn, othe -- Sauvet, Worcester, Butcher July 21 Matthews, Worcester 

Srintixe, Wiitiam, Gateshead, Pattern Maker AugS Dixon, Gateshead 

Tayior, Georor Harcourt, Nuneaton, Wine Merchant Augi Bland, Nuneaton 

Tavior, Renrcca, Hanley Castle July 26 Reece & Harris, Birmingham 


1, Cheltenham Aug4 Winterbothams & Gurney, Cheltenham | THomrsoy, Conxetivs, Leadenhall st, Shipowner July 31 Murray & Co, Birchin lane 
Unpeauay, Mary, Torquay July 5 Lindop, Torquay 


panies Vaaner Lover, Westminster, Navy Captain July 24 Robins & Co, Gresham | Waxxrieo, Avousta, Grange over Sands July 23 Bolton & Bolton, Kendal 


Cuowy, Witttas, Sidbury, Devon, Farmer Aug 10 Every, Honiton 


Warts, Rongxt, Twickenham, Esq July 81 Matthews & Co, Birmingham 





CLance, Eowanp Satmon, Liphook, Esq July 81 Elgood & Moyle, Lincoln's inn fields | Warrewoov, Farpgnice Winuiam, Nutley, Draper July 3i Hillman, Lewes 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, 
London Gasette.—Farpar, June 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Anoge, Menssaan, Boscombe, Widow Poole Pet May 30 


Apvaus, Tuomas Anpnew, and Jonxy Hexry Lawrence 
Tueaxer, Newcastle on Tyne, Grocers Newcastle on 

Tyne Pet June 5 _ Ord June 16 
Ny Leeds Pet June 20 


Appr, G 
Ord June 
AKERS, gy Goldhawk rd, Window Glass Merchant 
Court Pet June 20 ‘Ord June 20 
Wisborough Green, Builder Brighton 
19 Ord June 19 


eae Davip, Baker st, Builder High Court Pet May 
11 UrdJune 19 

Barnes, James, este, Mineral Water Manufacturer 
Blackburn Pet June18 Ord June 18 

Beck, Jaues, Lowestoft, Smackowner Gt Yarmouth Pet 
June 20 rd June 20 

Biackwewt, Freperick, ane, Bookseller Reading 
Pet June 19 Ord June 1 

Barraiy, Ezra Janez, Oldham, Auctioneer Oldham Pet 
June 16 Ord June 16 

Byarp, Frevenicx, Treorky. Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Pet June 18 Ord June 18 

Courmax, Ernest Henry, Chesham, Publican Aylesbury 
Pet May 9 Ord June 20 








Bi 
pe. G 
Pet June 


Cow ter, 1LusamM, and Wittiam Casey, Manchester, 
~ ~ ufacturers Manchester Pet June 18 Ord 
une 


Cracxsett, Eaxest Atrrep, Marylebone rd, Surveyor 
May7 Ord June 19 

Croox, James Wiit1am, Mareham le Fen, Baker 
Pet June 18 Ord June 18 

Davies, es Pontypridd, Founder 
June Ord June 20 

Evans, iar Cuarues, and Horace Gustavvs Roppa, 
East Greenwich, Timber Merchants Greenwich Pet 
May15 Ord June 19 

Foster, Cuaries, Plymouth, Fish Merchant 
Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

a Eowix, Ealing Dean,",Watchmaker 


Pet June 16 Ord June 16 
Gitiies, Daxter, Redcar Stockton on Tees Pet June 20 
June 20 


es — Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet;May 31 Ord 


une 
—~ a Woolwich, Builder 
ag June 19 
a; zyny Cuaries, Woolwich, Publican 
Pet June 4 Ord June 19 
Hixve, Resecca Bricos, Lowestoft, Widow High Court 
Pet June 18 Ord June 18 
Jacxsox, Joux Deacoy, pnaiey, Jeweller 
Pet June 16 Ord June i 
pa, Wiiiram Roser, Liantadsi, Farmer Bangor 
Pet June18 Ord June 1 
Kexpray, Tou, Wors oh Common, Yorks, 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
Kixo, Agrnvs, Blackfriars rd, Jeweller High Court Pet 
June 19 Ord June 19 
Lacrorx Pang Victor, Brighton, Fire Superintendent 
Pet June 18 Ord June 18 
Lazyer, » the, Shoreditch High Court Pet June 18 
lon et ff, Colli Agent Cardi P 
yp, Joux Hirer, — i t Cardiff ‘et 
Junei8 Ord June a 
Loceuasrt, Reus, Lj <a Licensed Victualler High 
Court Pet Juneis8 Ord June 18 
ee Grorce Wittiau, Manchester, Draper Manches- 
Pet June 18 Ord June 18 
semen Rosert, :—~ m Haulier Birmingham 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
Moopy, Waren, ees, General Dealer Barnsley 
Pet June 18 ’ Ord June 1 
Morrenxsex, Nits, Newport, ‘Clothier Newport, Mon Pet 
June18 Ord June 18 
, Feeperics, Sarratt, Herts, Farmer St Albans 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
Nicso.zis, Wittiam, Wittram Watter Rosixs Nicwours, 
zpexicx Hart Nicuours, St. Austell, Clay 
Truro Pet June18 Ord June 19 
Paiturs, Joux Hexrr, Britonferry, Grocer Neath Pet 
May 19 Ord June 19 
ILL1P8, Sauce. Hewey, and Josern Beanary Siatrer, 
Guildford Pet June 19 Ord 


Lincoln 


Pontypridd Pet 


Plymouth 


Gaypox, 
B 
Greenwich Pet 
Greenwich 
Leicester 


Grocer 


June 19 
ae” saeeen, Stone, Innkeeper Stafford Pet June 
Ord June 19 
ener . 7y —" » Rosary ns, Widow High 
Simoxs, Mas —t on ie Mantle 
RION ~ Hann ham, Maker 
Birmingham Pet June 6 Ord June 19 
Smuts, Cuaries Joux, and Bexsauin Bexver, Bourne- 
—_— > Music Sellers Poole Pet June 19 Ord 
‘une | 
Srzezs, Jonx Retv, and Saeges Cuarizs Barxes, Liver- 
Flour Merchants "I Averpool Pet May 22 Ord 


ienana. Tnonas, Slaidburn, Farmer Blackburn Pet 
June 2) Ord Jane 20 


Tarios, Rovzst, Houndsditch, Printer High Court Pet 
June 19 Ord June 19 —_ 


ery kt Blaenavon, Draper Tredegar Pet June | 


June 
Agsanau Witt1an, Workington, Draper Cocker- | 
Pet June 16 Ord June 18 
Orman Boer, Bes Hebden Bridge, Painter Halifax Pet June 
Watsos, Jaurs iat and Cusntes Hewny Warsox, 
Merchants Leicester Pet 


June 14 Ord June 14 


Watonruas, Taouas Caureeit, Lincoln, Butcher Lincol 
Pet June 18 Ord June 18” a4 


Wituramsox, Atraep Grorces, oT. Bucks, Farmer 
Aylesbury Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

Woop, Wriitam Hewny, Crewe, Football Goods Manufac- 
turer Nantwich and Crewe PetJune19 Ord June 19 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette 19th June :— 


Jansson, Jonan Witnecm, and Prerer Jonan Van Nisver- 
vaakt, Gracechurch st, Fiour Factors High Court Pet 
Mayi17 Ord June 15 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bartow, Witttam Epwarp, Nottingham, Pork Butcher 
June 29 at 12 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Not- 


tingham 

Berriz, Jonn (deceased), Newton Heath, Dyer June 2) 
at 3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Berns, Rosert McMituax, Newton Heath, Dyer June 
29 at 3.5 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Baars, Barsara, Swansea, Grocer June 29 at 12 Off 
Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

CovpLaxp, *Wititam, Kingston upon Hull, Potato Dealer 
June 30 at 10.30 Off , Trinity House lane, Hull 

Cross, Gzorce James, Forest Hill, Gent July 2at12 24, 
Railway approach, London Bri 

Crowtuer, James Isaac, Kingston upon Hull, Builder 
June 30 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 

Dewan, Josepu Dantet, Newcastle on Tyne, Watchmaker 
July 2 at 11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 


Tyne 

Fisner, Saugers, 8t ‘r= Painter July 4 at 3 Off 
Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Fraser, Wit LiAM, Merchant June 29 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Garpivee, WitiiaM, Hutton Cranswick, Grocer June 30 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Tnnity House lane, Hull 

GoopHEAD, WiuaM Henry, Burton on Trent, Grocer 
June 30 at 12.30 Midland Hotel, Burton on Trent 

Hayes, Grorce Francis, Folkestone, Dental —— 
June 29at1 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbu 








| 
| 


| 














‘ 


Passoue, Sytvester Gray, Sowerby, Bricklayer 
orthallerton 


Jackson, Jous Deacon, Hinckley, Jeweller ped 29 at 2 
ff Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Joma, ALrrep Samvet, Maida Vale, Solicitor July 8 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Jonpax, Tomas, Engineer June 29 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
ldgs, Carey st 

Joy, Frepericx, Crewkerne, Boot Dealer 
George Hotel, Crewkerne 

Kw1GHrT, Winuiax Epwiy, Foster lane, Umbrella Manufac- 
turer July 3at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Lawrence, Mary Emumevive, 8 Norwood, Widow June 


June 29 atl 


29 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London brid ge 

Lea, Jony, Tenby, Painter une 30 at 11 Off Ree, 11, 
Quay st, Carmarthen 

Lee, Tuomas Wittox, Kentish Town July 3 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Luoyp, Davip, Bexsamis Luioyp, and Taomas Luioyp, 
ystermouth, Lime Burners July 2at12 Off Rec, 31, 

Alexan , Swansea 

Menpesoy, Samvet, Bradford, Tailor June 29 at12 Off 
Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Mc FARLANE, Ewan, Kensington July 3at 12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

Mitutxetox, Bexsamix, West Bromwich, Grocer July 13 
at 2 County Court, West Bromwich 

Nock, WitutaM, Ulverston, Innkeeper July3ati1l Off 

, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow ia Furness 


July 3 
at12 Court house, N 
Piumse, Tuomas, Tottenham June 29 at 12 Off Rec, 95, 
Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 
Reuse Joseru, Ulverston, Coal Merchant July 3 at 
Of Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrowin Furness 
sendin Jouy, Lapley, Staffs, Grocer July 16at12 Off 
Ree, Wolverhampton 
Tuomas, Tuomas, Cardiff, Commission Agent July 3 atil 
Off , 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Urttey, Saar, Hebden Bridge, 
Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, 
Vixcext, Wixirrep, Plymouth, Hotel Proprietress June 
29 at 12.30 TheCastle, Exeter 
Warsoy, James Enwanrp, and Caartes Henry Warsow, 
Market Har' ,Corn Merchants June 29 at 12.30 
Off Ree, 1, Berridge’ st, Leicester 


The following amended notices are substituted for those 
published in the take Gazette of June 15:— 


Fornerot, Hexny, Cardiff, Tobacconist June 26 at 11 
Off Cardiff 


yaad July 2 at 11 


, 29, Queen st, 
Laxe, Aurnep, Cardiff, Baker June26at11.30 Off Rec, 
, Queen st, Yardiff 
The following for that 


amended notice is substituted 

published in the London Ganetve of the 19th June :— 
Barroot, Tou Atrrev, Newport, Printer June 29 at 12 

Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

4ADJUDICATIONS. 
Appy, Georoz, Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet June 20 Ord 
une 

| Avuisa, Geonoe, 

P 


Wisborough Green, Builder Brighton 
et June 19 ‘Ord June 19 
Bungee, Tom A.raep meet, Printer Newport, Mon 
Pet April 30 Ord 


AMUEL JouN, Blackheath, Trunk Maker Green- 

Pet May 17. Ord June 1 

| Barsos, Srastaxe H, Westminster, Gent High Court 
Pet Oct 4 Ord June 15 

Becn, James, Lowestoft, Smackowner Gt Yarmouth 
Pet June 19 Ord June 20 

Becxwitn, Tuomas, and Wittsam Cunpatrt, Doncaster, 
Printers Sheffield Pet May1 Ord June 20 


Bewxset, Jouy, Barnet, Shoe Barnet Pet April 18 
Ord June 18 


Bartow, 
wich 


Bizuixe, Juyivs Orr, Balham, Tailor High Court Pet | 
April 11 Ord June 18 : 





Bairary, wr Jabez, + ame Auctionser Oldham Pet 
June 16 Ord June 16 

Bauster, Oscar, born, Importer High Court Pet 
June8 Ord June 18 

Byargp, Farveaick, Tylacoch Treorky, Glam, Collier 
Pon idd Pet Jane18 Ord June 13 


CowLey, iwL1aM, and Wriiuram Cassy, Manchester 
: pper Manufacturers Manchester Pet June 18 Ord 
une 18 


Crook, James WILtiam, ~~ le Fen, Baxter Lincola 
Pet June 18 June 

Davis, Taomas, Pontypridd, Founder Pontypridd Pet 
June 20 Ord June 20 

Dorpas, Wittiam Henry, Tavistock, Hairdresser Ply- 
mouth Pet June8 Ord June 18 

Foster, Caarces, Plymouth, Fish Merchant Plymouth 
Pet Jun+ 20 Ord June 20 

Garpoys, Eryest Epowin, Eali Watchmaker 
Brentford Pet June1é6 Ord June 16 

Gites, Daniet, Redear, of no occupation St»ckton on 
fees Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

Grecory, ALBERT, Hotel Manager Canterbury 
Pet April 18 Ord June 18 

Guest, Wittam, and Samvugt Warp, Sheffield, Steel 


Manufacturers Sheffield Pet May4 Ord June 20 
Hitt, Watrter, Bath, Hotel Keeper Bath Pet May 12 
0. 


rd June 18 

Isaccs, Juxivs, Spitalfiel Woollen Merchant High 
Cour: Pet May 9 Ord June 16 

Jackson, Joun Deacon, Hiockley. Leics, Jeweller Leices- 
ter Pet June 16 Ord June 1 

Joxes, Wiitiam Rosert, Lian 


Bangor Pet June18 Ord ai 18 
Kemrix, yw Tugby, Leics, Timber Dealer Leicester 


, Anglesey, Farmer 


Pet May 8 Ord May 30 
Bonney ae, SG, Grocer Barnsley Pet June 19 
une 1 


Krexuam, Wiiuram, Clerkenwell rd, Jeweller High Court 
Pet June14 Ord June 18 : 

Lane Avrrep, Cardiff, Baker Cardiff Pet June 5 Ord 

une 18 

Locxnart, Ropert, Limehouse, Licensed Victualler High 
Court Pet June18 Ord June 18 

Lomas, Georce Wi1it1am, Manchester, Draper Manchester 
Pet June 18 Ord June 18 

Mityea, Rosert, gham, Manure Dealer Birming- 
ham Pet June 19 Ord June 19 

Ejmonton Pet 


Mopiis, Garouine Anye, 
25 Ord hae 19 
Moopy, puny - eld, General Dealer Barnsley 
Pet June 18 Ord June 18 
eae Nixs, Newport, Clothier Newport, Mon Pet 
une 18 Ord June 18 
oraaen 4 Henry, Westminster, Gent High Court 
Pet May 30 Ord June 18 
sey Py Tottenham Edmonton Pet May 21 


Ramspey, Frepepicx Voor, Leicester, Confectioner Leices~ 
ter Pet May 9 Ord May 19 


Ripiey, Gasman A, prentford Pet May 17 Ord 


June 19 

Saerwix, Jony, Lapley, Grocer Wolverhampton Fet 
June6 Ord June 19 

Sarre, Cuantes Jony, and Beysamin Besser, Bourne- 
—_ Music Sellers Poole Pet June 19 Ord 
une 19 


Sreickuanp, Tasomas, Slaidburn, Farmer Blackburn 
Pet June 20 Ord June 20 


Taomas, os Commission Agont Cardiff Pet 
May Ord June 18 

Gunmen, Bowe Witu1am, Workington, Draper Cock~- 
ermouth Pet June18 Ord June 18 

WeicutTman, Taomas $5 me Butcher Lin- 
coln Pet Juneis8 Ord June 

Woop, Epwis, Warminster, Oyele Manufacturer Frome 
Pet May 25 Ord June 18 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Srezt, Rosert, Burlington Hotel, Cork st High Court 
Adjud April 13, 1893 Annul June 14, 1894 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Juve 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Baexenr, James, Harrogate York Pet June 22 Ord June 


~—e. ye ms aieee, Corn Merchant Brighton 

ee June 2 

Carn, WALTER Fat ny Rerwick, Chemist Newcastle 

on Tyne PetJune7 Ord June 22 

Chane, Harzey Bisnor, Tredegar, Outfitter Tredegar 
Pet June 21 Ord June 21 

Dossox, Taomas =e. S Newton le Willows, Grocer 
Northallerton Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

Gasrairn, Agcnisatp, Barrow in Furness, Coppersmith 
Ulverston Pet June22 Ord June 22 


Goitpinc, Witt, Hosier Birmingham 
u ae ene Se Stee & 2 Dire 
ACKELTON, CHARLES, aan. rassfounder 
m Pet y 23 June 23 


Ho.pex, Ricnarp Joun, Bloxwich, Baker Walsall Pet 
June20 Ord June 20 

foogen, & Joux, Burnley Burnley Pet June 22 Ord 
une 22 


Sinton & Sen Jom, Newcastle on , Auctioneers New- 
castleon Tyne Pet June 12 June 22 


Listen, Huon, Sheffield, Butter Merchant Sheffield Pet 
June5 Ord June 2i 

Lomax, Faancis Exizapetu, Cadeby, Farmer Leicester 
Pet June 23 Ord June23 


Masos, Wituiam, Ni 
June 23 


, Grocer Nottingham Pet 
Ord June 
Mire a Barwanp, 


meas, Brickmaker Edmonton 
Pet June 21 Ord June 
Mo.varp, Mary, and Auice L Ry Penzance, 
Milliners 20 Ord June 


Truro Pet June 
Moves, Ronny, Mendeurtes, Seager reverb Pet May 
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-— June 21 

Noxx, Anrnun Cmarvas, ich le Willows, Cattle 
Dealer Bury St Edmunds Pet June 20 OrdJune 20 

Panxer, Joseru, Sunderland, Fruiterer Sunderland Pet 
June 18 —- ee 

~~ as 21 

Putine, Grorcs Penaram, 
7 Ord June 23 


Tuomas, Davip Parrcnargp, Lianfaethl 
Orders Bangor Pet June 23 Ord June 
THomPson, mene Farpericx amas Builder High 


June 9 

Torver, ont ieee Epwanzp, Nafferton, Innkeeper Kings- 

ton Hull Pet June 22 Ord. June 22 

Vicasyr, Foliot, Grocer Plymouth Pet 
June 31 June 21 

Wee, 5 Agim Joux, Cowley, Baker Oxford Pet June9 


Ware, Jon» Witt1am, Barnsley, Victualler 
Pet June 21_ Ord June 21 
Wai ‘oun Parxer, Bradford, Boot Merchant Brad- 
ford June 20 Ord June 20 
Wirners, Frepruicx, Kilburn, Furniture Dealer High 
Court Pet June 21 Ord June 21 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
mae = pier b Window Glass Merchant 


st 
Pam Joux, and Arsertox, Burnley, 
Builders July Sat 1.80 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas et, 


B 
Banxen, James, Harrogate July 9 at1.15 Off Rec, 28, 
Bartow, AMUEL Jouy, Motiests, Trunk Maker July 4 
at12 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
Mineral Water Manufacturer 
Court Blackburn 
a: pa Cardiff y4atil Off Rec, 29, Queen st, 
Beck, , sauna Lowestoft, Smackowner July 4 at 2.45 
mac Tg Suffolk 
Carter July li at2 County 
Brock, Gzones Epwanp, Shanklin July4at1 19, Quay 
st, Howpest, IW 
Bucuanay, Ropest, ease cies, Author July 5 at 12 
Cannvruens, Tuomas, Kingsland, Draper July 3 at 1 
Cuip, Joux Beaumont Leeds, Butcher July Sat 11 Of 
; a 


Banves, Jauzs, 
July 11 at 2.30 


wueneed Jouy, 5 


Ganrontn, Taoma Se 
es at 11.30 ; Radtway -_ pproach, London Bri ely 4 
LDSPINK, ALFRED Jaco! Innkeeper 
* guflelk Hotel, Lowestoft, 8 4 


at 3.45 uff 
Gray, fieh en he Draper July 5at3 Off Rec, 


a vn, Bouth Ba 
onuntrat, Sonurn, South, Bank, Yorks, Labourer July 
Hicasxs, Wanen, Sein July 6 at 12 Off Reo, 4, 


‘OODHEAD, Barnsley, ~—_ Butcher July 4 at 
11.15 Off 8, Back Regent st. ~ 
Huppv.zstoxs, H H, Brompton sq July 8 11 Bank- 


ruptcy 

Hvuecerr, Avsert, Bexhill on Sea, Plumber July 3 at 
2.45 Devonshire Hotel, Station sq, Bexhill 

Hust, Woasam N Baker July 3 at 11.15 
County Court bldgs, Northampton 

Jenxins, Jexxix, Cardiff, Butcher July5at 11 Off Rec, 
29, Queen st, Cardiff 


jueen 
Jauzs AyxanpaLz, Upper Norwood July 4 


Jouxstox 

* y F~ Neath, Fancy Dealer July 4 at 12 Off Rec, 
Alexandra rd, Swansea A 

Boot Dealer July 6 at 


aes ee Tom, —— Grocer July 4 at 1145 Of 
ennen” Wcsast ree Green, Jeweller July 4 at 2.30 
a ag Sy 


Lacroix, Louw Vicros, Balghtn, Fire t 

July 3 at 11 of Reo, 4, Pavilion 
maar! gre Geonce, Southsea, July 4 at 
mL1aM, Manchester July 4 at 3 
Lo G ttt ~~ July 4at il 

we, GzorGE, 

23, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Mopuix, Carona Anne, Tottenham July 4 at 3 Off 
Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

ry, and Auics Garesmay BeounABD, Penz- 
July 8 at 1230 Off Reo, Boscawen st, 


Moony, r, Waseem Huddersfield, General Dealer July 4 at 
11.30 8, Back Regent st, 
"Ott hes. Oh, thigh ot Meertiye Auctioneer July 4 at 12 


Merthyr 
ion, Parmer July4atil Off 


Lomas, Gronae 
Motvagp, 
ance, 


Moss, Janes oat 


, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Promotie, Wisssan, Wintiam Warren Ropine Nicnow.s, 


Bepericxn Harr Nicnouss, St 
Merchants July 38 at 
Austell 


: Austell, 
2 Queen's Head Hotel, 


mig Seung eto Jaly 5 at 12.30 
Prasoan, Southsea, Milk Contractor 


Faly'b at 3.50 " off Reo, Cambridge “Junction, High st, 





Tay Houndsditch, Printer July 4 at 2.30 
st 
Ta Fo Dealer July 5 at 3 
he = orkington, Draper July 4 
&t3 12, Lonsdale st, Carlisle 
ALExaxper, Thornaby on Tees, Ironmoulder 


Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Ibert rd Mi July 4 at 3.15 


‘Waynovrs, a ia July 5 at 12 Bankruptcy 
WricutTmay, Lincoln, Butcher July 
12 at 12 Of Tan, 31, Sliven Silver af, Lincoln 
Weems, Epwanp Ieaa TOP mags Baker July 4 at 
’s chmbrs, st, Manchester 
es JOSEPH, Newington, Commercial 
we July 4 atid Of Bec, 95, Temple chuibrs, 


Wesanieee Tuowas oJoun, Sienes Park, Collar Manufac- 
turer July 6 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Axuns, comm $ yey ye peow: Glass Merchant High 
Asrox, ane Be ay oe pos Wool Seller Bury 
8t May 24 Ord June 23 
— — Fe Harrogate York Pet June 21 Ord 
Bina wWeasex James, Walsall, Draper Walsall Pet May 
Ord June 21 


Canaan, Wecjam Brighton, Corn Merchant Brighton 


June 21 

Davis, (enn Tailor Birmingham Fet 

May 19 Ord June 20 
Dossox, Tuomas Havetockx, Newton le Willows, Grocer 

Pet June 19 June 
Eapy, Witiiam Cuanues, a Court 
y 29 Ord June 21 ou me 
‘acc, Hargisox, Bedford row, Builder High Court 
Feb28 Ord June2i 


Guitpine, Wiiiian, Birmingham 
June 21 Ord June 
Hacxetrox, Cuagies, Birmingham, Brassfounder Bir- 
Pet June 23 Ord June 23 


Hiecexs, Wit14m, ae no occupation Winchester 
Pet 56 Ord June 22 

Jacxsoy, Jounnx, Burnley Burnley Pet June 22 Ord 
June 22 


Lacroix Sanee Vesven, , Fire Superintendent 


June 18 June 22 
ee High Court Pet June 18 


Leavo.p, Stonsy Anruur, Anerley, Fancy Dealer  Croy- 
don Pet June 15 Ord June 21° 


Pet 
a -~ Mary, and Auics Gaezxnmaw Moiianp, Pen- 
Truro Pet June 19 Ord June 22 
Macdoune®. Groner Frepenick, my Banker’s Clerk 
Court PetJunel Ord June 
Masox, Wituiam, Nottingham, Grocer Nottingham Pet 
June 23 Ord June 23 
iiomee, See SS Copéen, Tea Dealer Croydon Pet June 
Movin, is, Bt Helens, Msc Hall Proprietor Liverpool 


Nuwx, Agrnur Caaates, Walsham le Willows, Cattle 
Dealer Bury St Edmunds Pet June 20 Ord June 20 
Fruiterer Sunderland 





Twickenham, Gent Brentford Pet 

Tuomas, Davip Pniromarp, Lianfaethlu, Clerk in Holy 
Oudun Benger vauasy Oar, Gone Ord June 23 

Tromas, eS General Dealer Cardiff Pet 
June 12 Ord June 


rene 


ican, Canin, Tamerton Foliot, Grocer Plymouth Pet 
Mes) ree 5 ed eet Hoxton, Draper High Court 


Wurrries, Joux Lines Commission 
sft Mats, Guta Are 

Barn-ley, Licensed Victualler 

Ord Jane 21 

Pet June Ord June 21 


War Jour Wits 
Bat Pet June ai 
ee 


























AUCTION SALES AT DEPTFORD, WOOLWICH, 
LONDON, AND ELSEWHERE. 


MBs. HARDS & BRADLY, Auo- 
tioneers, Estate Agents, and Valuers, hold Periodical 
SALES at the “DOVER CASTLE,” DEPTFORD; 3, 
GREEN’S END, WOOLWICH; at the MART, CITY, and 
elsewhere. Messrs. Haris & Bradly, who also undertake 
Rent Collections, Surveys and Valuations for all purposes 
‘will be pleased to quote terms for the Sale of Properties 
intended to be submitted to Public Auction or otherwise. 
—Offices: Greenwich; 31, Green's End, Woolwich; and 
158, Fenchurch-street, E.C. 


AUCTION SALES. 

ESSRS. FIELD & SONS’ AUCTIONS 
take place MONTHLY, at the MART, and include 
every description of House Property. Printed terms can 
be had on application at their Offices. Memrs. Field & 
Sons undertake surveys of all kinds, and give special 
attention to Rating and Compensation Claims. Offices : 
64, Borough High-street, and 52, Chancery-lane, W.C. 





1 





mya 2, ats Rees abetting: 
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SURREY, close to LEITH-HILL. 


ighly desirable Sporting Estates, in the parishes of 

ey, Abinger, Ewhurst, and Wootton, midway 
between the towns of Dorking, Guildford, and Horsham, 
within 2} miles of Ockley Station, Dorking and Horsham 
line, three miles from Cranleigh Station, Guildford 
and Horsham line, both branches of the L. B. and 8. C. 
Railway, comprising a compact and important freehold 
sporting estate of 2,036 acres, including 768 acres of 
excellent game coverts, also the well-arranged small 
farms, known as Lyefield, Cobbets, Stubberts, Pondhead, 
Lowerbreach, Lowerhouse, Buildings, Northlands, Waleys 
Wood, Froggetts, Summersbury, and Hill-house, all let 
at reduced rents to suitable and industrious tenants. 
Each farm is supplied with appropriate house and home- 
stead. The sporting rights are reserved to the landlord in 
all lettings, and the shooting is eagerly sought 
after when not retained in hand. Likewise in 

rate Lots, to suit persons seeking choice resi- 
dential sites at moderate cost, Burchett’s Farm and 
153 acres, let to Mr. Privett, at an elevation of 300ft., with 
charming 2} miles’ drive through park lands to Ockley 
Station, with interesting old farmhouse and homestead ; 
a and 10 acres of pasture near Forest-green ; 
Bridgham’s Farm and 50 acres of land, farmhouse, 
cottage, and ample buildings, let to Mrs. Peacock ; 
Smokejack Farm and 100 acres of farm land, let to Mr. J. 
Spencer, end coverts; Chapel-house Farm, the Scarlett 
Arms, P.H., 54 acres of farm lands let to Mr. Spencer ; 
and 75 acres of game coverts, in hand. 


N ESSRS. DRIVER & CO. are instructed by 
i the Trustees of the lete Lord Abinger to offer to 
AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, London, on 
TUESDAY, 10th JULY. at TWO o'clock precisely, the 
above desirable SPORTING ESTATES. 


Particulars of Messrs. Robins, Hay, Waters & Lucas, 
Solicitors, 9, Lincoln’s-inn-fields; of Mr. W. Woller, 
Rumbeams Farm, Ewhurst, Guildford; and of Messrs. 
Driver & Co., Auctioneers, 4, Whitehall, London. 


THE SEVEN SPRINGS ESTATE, near CHELTENHAM, 
GLOUCESTERSHIRE, 
Containing about 836 acres. 


| oe DRIVER & CO. will offer to 
AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, 
Lothbury, London, on TUESDAY, the 10th day of JULY, 
1894, at TWO o'clock precisely, in One Lot, the above 
FREEHOLD RESIDENTIAL ESTATE, situate on the 
Cotswold Hills, which are renowned for their heatlh-giving 
——. It is about two miles from Charlton Kings, 
«with station on the Banbury Branch, whence Paddington 
may be reached in 3} hours, four miles from Cheltenham, 
nine from Gloucester, 11 from Cirencester, and 3} from the 
Dowdeswell Station on the Midland and South-Western 
Junction Railway, whence southampton may be reached 
in 2} hours. This estate, socalled from the well-known 
seven springs, one of the sources of the Thames, com- 
prises a well-built and comfortable gentieman’s residence, 
in the Elizabethan style of architecture, approached by 
i drive and placed on the side of a hill, with a 
wooded background. It contains large entrance hall, capital 
dining and drawing rooms, study, library, and conservatory, 
16 and dressing rooms, and all necessary offices. The 
coachhouse and stable premises provide accommodation for 
six horses and six carriages, with coachman’s cottage. The 
gardens and pleasure grounds are tastefully laid out and 
comprize sloping lawns planted with conifers and flower 
beds ; gravel walks, tennis lawn, and kitchen garden, with 
houses, &c.; a feature in the gardens is an ornamental 
‘lake of running water, fed by the seven springs. This 
estate is divi into Seven Springs, Cubberly Court, and 
Close Farms, with good farmhouses, excellent homesteads, 
16 a arable and grass lands, with woods and planta- 
tions. is estate is within the Cotswold Hunt, and some 
of the meets of Lord Fitzhardinge and the Vale of White 
Hiorse are within reach, and is situate in a good residential 
district. Possession of the mansion, grounds, and lands in 
hand may be had on completion of the purchase. 


Particulars of Messrs. 


THE BELMONT ESTATE, ISLE OF WIGHT, 


containing about 651 acres, two miles from the market town 
co. on the high roads from that town to East 
Cowes, Wootton, and Ryde.—The Isle of Wight Central 
Railway passes through a portion of the estate, and 
Whippingham Station is on the property. This valuable 
residential and investment property comprises four very 
compact farms, known as Belmont, Binfield, Fairlee, and 
Palmers, a thed by good hard roads, with farm- 
thouses with homesteads, very productive arable and 
rass lands, supperior cottages, woods, and plantations, 

id out in walks and drives. They are let to tenants at 
rents oducing (inclusive of the rental value of the 
6 cottage and the woods and plantations, about 

100 acres, which are in hand) about £927 a year. The 
ing is in hand and is good. On Belmont and Pal- 

mers Farms are two specially-cligible building sites, 
commanding special views over the Solent and sur- 
wounding well-wooded district. This estate adjoins the 
Medina river, and the adjoining proprietors are H.M. 


a Wykeham Martino, Esq., and Captain Hol- 
i ESSRS. DRIVER & CO. will offer to 
+ AUCTION, at the MART, Tvukenhouse-yard, 
London,on TUESDAY, 10th JULY, 1894, at TWO o'clock 

y, in One or Four Lots. the «buove valuable RESI- 

ZETIAL and INVESTMENT PRO ERTY. 

Particulars of Mears. Satchell & Chapple, Solicitors, 6, 
Quevi-strect, Cheapside : of Mr. J. Binfield Bird, Land 


Agent, &c., West Cowes, Iele of Wight; and of Messrs. 
Driver & Co., 4, Whitehall, London. 


THE HARTPURY-HOUSE ESTATE, 


containing about 1,245 acres, situate in the Severn Vale, 
Gloucestershire. 


N ESSRS. DRIVER & CO., in conjunction 

with Messrs. BRUTON, KNOWLES, & PRIDAY, 
of Gloucester, will SELL by AUCTION, at the 
MART, Tokenhouse-yard, Lothbury, on TUESDAY, 2ith 
JULY, at TWO o'clock precisely. in One Lot, the above 
valuable FREEHOLD RESIDENTIAL ESTATE, situate 
about 4 miles from Gloucester, 11 from Cheltenham, 
13 from Malvern, 10 from Ledbury, and one from Barbers 
Bridge Station on the Gloucester and Ledbury branch of 
the Great Western Railway. e mansion, which occupies 
a ‘charming position, overlooking the celebrated Malvern 
Hills to the north and May Hill to the west, is situate on 
high ground, in the centre of an undulating and richly- 
timbered park, It contains well-proportioned dining room, 
drawing room, library and smoking room, 20 bed and 
dressing rooms, day and night nurseries, and possesses all 
the necessary domestic offices for an estabblishment of this 
character. The mansion and premises are supplied with 
water from springs rising in the park and pumped into a 
large tank near the house. The sanitary arrangements 
were all overhauled some few years since, the most a 
proved system introduced, and the outfall is in the park, 
some distance from the house. The stabling and coach- 
house premises are very ample, and afford loose-box and 
stall accommodation for 13 horses, with summer boxes 
and yards for hunters in addition in the park, large coach- 
house, harness and saddle rooms, lofts and men’s ro ms. 
Around the house are the pleasure grounds and gardens, 
comprising lawns planted with flower beds and coniferz, 
gravelled walks, capital walled kitchen garden, with green- 
houses and forcing pits. The estate is divided into eight 
farms, including the homestead park and farm lands, let 
with the mansion to W. Gordon Canninz, Esq., the master 
of the Ledbury Hunt, with farmhouses and capital home- 
steads, the buildings all being substantial and in good 
repair; there are also 19 cottages and gardens, the whole 
producing, exclusive of the woods, which are in hand, a 
gross rental of about £1,686 a year. This estate is very 
compact, the quality of the land is very good, and the 
coverts are well dispersed over the property, and afford 
excellent opportunity for rearing and preserving game. 
This property is situate within the Ledbury Hunt, and 
gomaianal coamte of the Cotswold and Lord Fitzhardinge’s 
hounds are within reach. 

Particulars of Messrs. Carlisle, Unna, & Rider, Solicitors, 
8, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn ; of Messrs. Bruton, Knowles, 
& Priday, Land Agents, &c., Gloucester; and of Messrs. 
Driver & Co., Auctioneers, &c., 4, Whitehall, London. 


SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1894. 


Uy oe FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 

A CLARK, & CO. beg to announce that the following 

days have been fixed for their SALES during the year 1894, 

to be held at the Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the 

Bank of England, E.C. :— 

Thurs., July 12 Thurs., Aug. 30 Thurs., Nov. 1 
| Thurs., Noy. 15 


Thurs., July 19 Thurs., Sept. 13 
Thurs., Nov. 29 


Thurs., July 26 Thurs., Sept. 27 
Thurs., Aug. 2 Thurs., Oct. 11 Tues., Dec, 4 
Wed., Aug. 15 | Thurs., Oct. 25 urs., Dec. 13 

Other appointments for immediate Sales will also be 
arranged. 

Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, & Co. publish in the 
advertisement columns of ‘‘The Times” every Saturday 
a list of their forthcoming Sales by Auction. They 
also issue from time to time schedules of properties to be let 
or sold, comprising landed and residential estates, farms, 
freehold and leasehold houses, City offices and warehouses, 
ground-rents, and investments generally, which will be 
forwarded free of charge on oapplication.—No. 29, Fleet- 
street, Temple-bar, and 18, Old Broad-street, E.C. 


SUMMARY OF AUCTIONS 
to be held by MESSRS. 





Upton, Atkey, & Co., Solicitors, | 
14, Austin Friare, E.C., and of Messrs. Driver & Cv, 4, | 
Whiteball. 


{/AREBROTHER, ELLIS, CLARK, & CO., 
At the AUCTION MART, E.C., 
on 
THURSDAY, 12th JULY, 1994. 


SURREY, close to COOMBE and MALDEN STATIONS, 
the FREEHOLD RESIDENCE, known as Lawn-house, 
adjoining and overlooking the Coombe-house Estate. It 
contains 11 bed rooms, bath, three reception rooms, and 
good domestic offices, conservatory, stabling, and out-build- 
ings. The grounds and gardens occupy about an acre, and 
possession may be had. There will also be included a 
cottage residence adjoining, known as Alpha-villa, with 
garden and land, available for building another hous. 


KINGSDOWNE-HOUSE, WALMER, a charming 
FREEHOLD RESIDENCE, fit for immediate occupation. 
The house is situate in an elevated position, commanding 
magnificent vea views, and is surrounded by beautifully 
wooded grounds. There is stabling for four horses, lodge 
for gardener, kitchen gardens, two eapital cottages, and a 
detached enclosure of ornamental land, altogether com- 
prising about 16) acres, possession of which will be given. 
In addition there is extensive foreshore, cottages, and 
allotments, held at a nominal rent for a long term, 

RUSSELL - SQUARE. CAPITAL 
RESIDENCE, No. 4, Upper Montague-street, four doors 
from the square, containing large receptions rooms on the 
ground and first floors and six bed rooms, bath room, &c. 
With pos: ession. Stabling for three horses atthe rear. Held 


1903, at the moderate ground-rent of £31 10s. per annum. 
CITY OF LONDON.—Valuable LEASEHOLD PRO- 


PERTY, occupying an important position about midway 
between Gresham-street and London-wall, and known as 





that their SALES of LANDED ESTAT' 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, B 
Building Land, Ground-Rents, Advowsons, Rey: s 
Stocks, Shares, and other Properties will be held at ri 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
England, in the City of London, as follows :— oan 


Tuesday, July 3 
Tuesday, July 10 


country, by arrangement. 


Sporting Quarters, : ; 
mises to be Let or Sold by private contract are published on © 
= ist of each month, and can be obtain Menai 


Surveyors, and Valuers, 80, 
phone No. 1,503. 





LEASEHOLD | 


from the Bedford Estate for a term expiring Michaelmas, | 


Nos. 80 and 8a,"Wood-street, and 1, 2, and 3, Silver-street, — 


Let, and prod together, with the estimated value 
the unlet ion, nearly £1,400 per annum. Held , 
from the Goldsmiths’ Company for 25 years unexpired at 


moderate ground-rent, 


29, FLEET STREET, TEMPLE BAR, 
18, OLD BROAD STREET, E.C., 
and 
191, FINCHLEY ROAD, HAMPSTEAD, N.wW? 





SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 104, 
ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, © 


FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER veg to announce — 
, Investments, * 


1894, 
Tuesday, July 31 | Tuesday, Oct.1¢° © 
Tuesday, Aug.7 | Tuesday, Oct. 30 
Tuesday, Aug. 14 | Tuesday, Nov. 18 
Tuesday, Aug. 21 | Tuesday, Dec. 4 
Tuesday, Oct, 2 


Auctions can also be held on ag # 


Tuesday, July 24 
days, in town or 
essrs. be: Tewson, 
Farmer, & Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valuations 


for Probate and other purposes, of Furniture, Pictures, © 
Farming Stock, Timber, &c. < 


DETAILED LISTS OF INVESTMENTS, 7 
i Residences, Shops, and Business F 


of 
nham, Tewson, Farmer, & Bridgewater, Estate 7 
Gheapside, London, E.C. 





CITY OF LONDON, 


On the borders of. — Goswell-road. — Freehold fallys | 


licensed Pablic-house and Business Premises, 
situate, near Aldersgate-street Station. bY 


N ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON,> 
. FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER will SELL, at the 
MART, on TUESDAY, JULY 3, at TWO, in Two Lots, 
the following FREEHOLD PROPERTIES :— ‘ 

The FREEHOLD Fully-licensel PUBLIC-HOUSE > 
known as The White Hart, No, 2, Goswell-road. Let, on™ 
lease, for 60 years, from June 24, 1878, in consideration 
of a premium of £13,000, at £250 per annum. And 3 
Freehold Warehouse, No. 1, Fann-street, containing four” 
floors and basement. With possession. 3 

Also the Capital FREEHOLD SHOP and WARE 
HOUSE, No. 4, Goswell-road, containing five floors and ™ 
basement. Let, on lease, for 21 years, from December 26, 
1892, at the low rent of #125 a year. 

Particulars of Messrs. Pennington & Son, Solicitors, 


64, Lincoln’s-iun-fields, W.C. ; and of the Auctioneers, 80, 9 


Cheapside, 


CATFORD. = 
Well-secured Freehold Ground-rents on Shops and Dwelle > 


ing-houses close to Catford-bridge Station. ” 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON,” 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER will SELL, at the © 
MART, on TUESDAY, JULY 17, at TWO, val 3 
FREEHOLD GROUND-RENTS, in Lots, as follows:— | 


Ground- —_ Be 
ren : 
1.—Nos. 1, 2,3, & 4, Station-buildings wr) 4 
2.—Nos. 7 and 8, Station-buildings... q 
3.—Nos. 1 to 13 (odd), Nelgarde-road ‘ 
4, — Nos. 2to30 (even), Nelgarde-road 
5.—Nos. 34 and 36, Nelgarde-rondé ..., 
6.—Nos. 38 and 49, Nelgarde-road .., 
7.—Nos, 42 and 44, Nelgarde-road ... 
Lot 8. - Nos. 46 and 48, Nelgarde-road ... 
Lot 9,.—Nos. 50 and 52, Nelgarde-road 
Lot 10.—Nos, 54 to 60 (even), Nelgarde-rd, 
Lot 11.—Nos, 62 and 64, Nelgarde-road ... 
Lot 12.—Nos. 2 to 36 (even), Doggett-road 0 
Lot 13,—Nos. 33to 102 (even), Doggett-rd. 191 10 


Total on + £568 


Leased for 99 years from June 24, 1889, the purchia 
wiil be entitled to the ground-rents for the term, @ 


Lot 
Lot 
Lot 
Lot 
Lot 
Lot 
Lot 


ts. 
£45 0 
20 0 


the rack-rents on the expiration of the leases, 


Particulars of G. Smallman, Esq., Solicitor, 4 


Queen-street, E.C. ; and of the Auctioneers, 80, Cheapside, 


WEST SMITHFIELD, 


By order of the Trustees of the will of the late Ww. 
Burchfield, Esq.—A well-secured Freehold Ground-rem® 
of £250 per annum, arising from the capital moder 
warehouse and offices, No, 33, Cock-lane, (formi :. 
of the premises in the occupation of Messrs, E 
& Tribe, Wholesale Provision Merchants). They hav@s 
a frontage of about 36ft., and extend in the rear 
Three Diamond-court. Leased for 99 years from 5 
Day, 1878, at the above ground-rent, with reversion 
the rack rental in 1077, 


M ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, | 
i¥i FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER will SELL the = 
above valuable FREEHOLD GROUND-RENT, at the = 
MART, on THURSDAY, JULY 19, at TWO, a 

Particulars of 8. Pilley, Esq., Solicitor, 20, Bedford. 
row, and of the Auctioneers, 80, Cheapside, 3 








